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Transformations in the ways we relate to the ocean are long overdue given the myriad of
anthropogenic problems that exist – from overfishing to plastic pollution and acidification to
‘slavery-at-sea’ and loss of access and fishing rights. Yet alongside the hegemonic modes of
ocean exploitation exist diverse alternative economies, including those associated with
alternative seafood networks, that aim to create different and more-than-economic relationships
with marine systems. To situate my research within the broader literature, I interpret the widely
used Brundtland Report definition of sustainability, “meet[ing] the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED 1987, p. 43), as
intra- and inter-generational justice, in line with Gottschlich and Bellina (2016), Fredericks
(2012), and Baumgartner and Quaas (2010). My thesis begins in Chapter 1with an examination
of food security through a sustainability-as-justice lens, incorporating an analysis of seafood
production compared to undernourishment by country, a literature review of the transformative
potential of alternative seafood networks, and policy and market-based recommendations for
U.S. practitioners. For Blue Transformation, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nation’s plan for aquatic food systems from 2022-2030 (FAO 222), to meaningfully
contribute to food security as intended, a sustainability-as-justice lens is necessary to ensure

procedural, distributive, and recognitive forms of justice important to the pillars of food security.
This justice lens ultimately calls into question a fundamental normative assumption of
sustainable development – economic growth. In Chapter 2, I present results from participatory
action research as a participatory and emancipatory method – a way of enacting sustainability-asjustice. Questioning the extent of justice enacted through existing seafood sustainability
certifications and motivated by the desire of seafood enterprise operators to hold themselves
accountable and apart from a seafood system they seek to transform, this research lays the
groundwork for an alternative to existing third-party seafood certifications. This research was
inspired by Participatory Guarantee Systems, a peer-reviewed alternative to Organic certification
for small-scale and alternative agricultural producers. Through this collaborative project, I
worked with members of the Local Catch Network, a community-of-practice made up of
alternative seafood networks from across the United States and Canada. Together, we created a
self-evaluation tool to help seafood enterprise operators evaluate their practices in relationship to
the Local Catch Network’s nine core values, which encompass social, economic, and
environmental sustainability. The output from this tool includes a set of 103 accountability
indicators that encompass multiple facets of justice and have the potential to form the basis for a
seafood specific Participatory Guarantee System. By incorporating indicators both related to
individual business practices and levels of collaboration in advocacy, this research sets up a
system for future analysis of the capability of alternative seafood networks to both self-transform
as well as to create change in the wider seafood system.
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CHAPTER 1
PRIORITIZING SUSTAINABILITY IN THE BLUE TRANSFORMATION
“We are free, truly free, when we don’t need to rent our arms to anybody in order to be able to
lift a piece of bread to our mouths”
⁃ Ricardo Flores Magón (Shannon 2014)
Abstract
40% of individuals worldwide were unable to afford a healthy diet in 2021(XX). This
food security emergency is being used to advocate for the expansion of blue food production as
part of the Blue Transformation report issued by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations. The report outlines a roadmap for aquatic food systems from 2022-2030,
centered on the UN’s sustainable development goals. To test the hypothesis that increasing
aquatic, or ‘blue’, food production will contribute to food security, I analyze aquaculture and
wild capture fisheries production data relative to rates of undernourishment by country. Results
of this simple analysis highlight the disconnect between blue food production levels and rates of
undernourishment at the country level, suggesting that blue food production alone will not ensure
food security. To situate my research within the broader literature, I interpret the widely used
Brundtland Report definition of sustainability, “meet[ing] the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED 1987, p. 43), as
intra- and inter-generational justice, in line with Gottschlich and Bellina (2016), Fredericks
(2012), and Baumgartner and Quaas (2010). I examine food security through a sustainability-asjustice lens, incorporating a literature review of the transformative potential of alternative
seafood networks and list policy and market-based recommendations for U.S. practitioners. For
seafood production to meaningfully contribute to food security as intended, a sustainability-asjustice lens is necessary to ensure procedural, distributive, and recognitive forms of justice
1

important to the pillars of food security. This justice lens ultimately calls into question the
fundamental normative assumption of sustainable development – economic growth.
Introduction
Food prices are at near-record levels, contributing to food insecurity worldwide (FAO et
al. 2022). The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World report (FAO et al. 2022)
estimates that almost 3.1 billion people were unable to afford a healthy diet in 2021. Further, 2.3
billion people are moderately or severely food insecure and 924 million are experiencing severe
food insecurity (FAO et al. 2022). While food insecurity is particularly severe in parts of the
Global South, it is also prevalent in the Global North (The World Bank Group 2019). Data from
the US Census Bureau’s Household Pulse Survey, for example, shows that 11% of adults in the
United States — approximately 36.5 million people — are currently experiencing some level of
food insecurity (United States Census Bureau n.d.).
What is food security? Food security incorporates four dimensions as defined by FAO
(2008) and the High Level Panel of Experts (HLPE) on Food Security and Nutrition: availability,
access, utilization, stability, sustainability, and agency. Food availability relates to the supply of
food and is determined by food production, levels of stocks, and trade (FAO 2008). Access
includes both economic and physical access (FAO 2008). Food utilization relates to the energy
and nutrient intake and determines the nutritional status of individuals. It is related to food
preparation and consumption, diet diversity, and the distribution of food within the household
(FAO 2008). Stability refers to the stability of the other three dimensions over time and may be
influenced by weather, political, or economic factors (FAO 2008). Sustainability encompasses
“food system practices that contribute to long-term regeneration of natural, social, and economic
systems, ensuring that the food needs of the present generations are met without compromising
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the food needs of future generations” (HLPE 2020, Box 1). Lastly, agency refers to the ability of
people and communities to choose what they eat and produce, how it is processed and
distributed, and to control policy (HLPE 2020).
There is increasing recognition that we need to change many social-ecological systems in
order to return to the carrying capacity of the Earth and avoid the worst potential outcomes of
biodiversity loss and a changing climate. The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World
(FAO et al. 2022) recommends:
To avoid trade-offs in terms of greenhouse gas emissions, low-emission intensity
technologies have to be adopted to produce nutritious foods, and overproduction and
overconsumption of emission-intensive commodities need to be reduced in high- and
upper-middle-income countries in line with dietary guidelines (p. xv).
To address food insecurity in tandem with anthropogenic climate change and other
environmental crises, some countries, particularly in the Global South, will need to increase
consumption to meet nutritional needs, while most countries in the Global North would do well
to decrease consumption of certain foods in order to stay within ecological boundaries, as noted
by the world’s leading climate scientists in a 2019 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Report (Mbow 2019).
Fortunately, some of the same foods that have a low environmental impact are also ones
that comprise healthy, nutrient dense diets (Golden et al.2021; Gephart et al. 2021; Mbow et al.
2019; Parodi et al. 2018; Kaljonen et al. 2021). Diets high in plant-based (Mbow et al. 2019;
Kaljonen et al. 2021) and blue foods and low in red meats and processed foods have the potential
to be both less resource intensive to produce and have better nutritional properties (Golden et al.
2021). For this reason, blue foods are being promoted as a critically important, but undervalued,
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source of animal protein that can contribute to global food security (Golden et al. 2021, FAO
2022a). A major emphasis in elevating the role of blue foods is on technical solutions – namely
in the form of increased aquaculture production (e.g., Naylor 2021, Costello et al. 2020). This
focus is reflected in numerous high-level policy documents, including the FAO’s 2022 Blue
Transformation report which calls for 35% growth in sustainable aquaculture production by 2030
(FAO 2022b). Increasing food security is an important objective. Yet promoting increased blue
food production to address food security is a potentially misleading premise unless these
initiatives are coupled with a detailed analysis of and commitment to the sustainability of blue
food systems. Food security, as defined by the FAO and HLPE, has dimensions that represent
complex socio-ecological systems and are related to ‘entitlements’, or the ability to command
food (Sen 1994), which is impacted by wealth distribution, access to participatory decision
making, and recognition of diverse value systems (Gunderson and Ziliak 2017, Kaljonen et al.
2021, Shannon 2014; Jacob-John et al. 2021).
In the remainder of this chapter, I will first introduce my research approach of
participatory and emancipatory research and the concept of sustainability-as-justice as a lens for
blue food security. I will outline my methods and the results of an analysis of seafood production
compared with undernourishment at the country level and a literature review of the
transformative potential of alternative seafood networks, or values-based seafood enterprises. I
will then present policy and market-based recommendations for U.S. practitioners based on the
six dimensions of food security and the three types of justice, articulating the injustices in the
dominant blue food system potentially contributing to food insecurity, the links to sustainabilityas-justice as embodied in three types of justice, the potential for solutions in alternative seafood
networks, as well as both the barriers and opportunities to change.

4

Research approach
All research is grounded in a set of assumptions about the world and how
knowledge is obtained. Ontology, the study of being, asks ‘what exists in the world that we can
learn about’? There is a spectrum between realism and relativism, where realists conceive of
reality as an objective idea, whereas relativists view reality as a set of mental constructions,
without conceiving of one true reality outside of human experience. Critical realism, where I
situate myself, is the understanding that one reality exists but can never be understood perfectly.
Epistemology, the study of knowledge, asks, ‘how is knowledge created’? While objectivists see
meaning as existing within an object, subjectivists see meaning as being imposed by the
observer, and constructivists, the category I relate with, see a combination of the two. The
theoretical perspective is the philosophical orientation of the researcher and asks, ‘why do we do
research’? Is it to predict an outcome, understand something, emancipate or liberate, deconstruct
ideas, or the pragmatic approach that encompasses all of the above. I situate myself in the
emancipatory realm of Critical Theory, where research is conducted as a tool for social change,
focusing on power relations and critiquing assumptions. Emancipatory and participatory research
seek to empower research participants and account for pollical agendas (Moon and Blackman
2014). In chapter 2, I further explain my research method of participatory action research (PAR),
research that incorporates stakeholders throughout the research process with the goal of
producing an output that is useful for stakeholders (Sarmiento 2017, Beacham 2018, ReinaUsuga et al. 2018), as a way to put my orientation into practice.
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Sustainability-as-justice
Sustainability is a broad term that has become popularized and appropriated for different
means, from promoting environmentally friendly practices to marketing products and
encouraging consumerism. The definition of sustainability that is often referenced in the
academic literature dates back to the 1987 World Commission on Economic Development’s
Brundtland Report. Here, they define sustainable development as “meet[ing] the needs of the
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED
1987, p. 43). I interpret this as intra- and inter-generational justice, in line with Gottschlich and
Bellina (2016), Fredericks (2012), and Baumgartner and Quaas (2010). This concept of
sustainability-as-justice pushes a deeper examination of sustainability efforts and how and who
they impact – from different groups of humans and other beings to nature itself. The Brundtland
Report further defined sustainability as comprised of three pillars: social, economic, and
environmental, previously outlined in the Club or Rome 1972 report (Shannon 2014).
Justice can be further defined as three types as emphasized by Kaljonen et al. (2020) in
marine spatial planning and Saunders et al. (2020) in dietary transitions: 1) distributive justice, 2)
procedural justice and 3) recognitive justice. Distributive justice refers to fair distribution of
“material and immaterial resources, harms, and benefits” (Kaljonen et al. 2020, p. 476), and is
related to equity, in which resources are allocated by need rather than equally across the board.
Procedural justice has to do with a just process, rather than outcome, and is brought about
through “fairness and participation in decision-making and policy processes” (Kaljonen et al.
2020, p. 476, citing Williams and Doyon 2019). Democracy is one example of procedural
justice, though the distribution of wealth and power in a democratic organization can affect
certain people’s and group’s capability of participating – in this way distributive and procedural
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justice overlap. Recognitive justice deals with recognizing a plurality of “socio-cultural values”
(Kaljonen et al. 2020, p. 476), as well as attending to history and the justice or lack thereof
existing in the past. There are other, overlapping, facets of justice, including restorative,
cosmopolitan and capabilities (Kaljonen et al. 2020), however, the three I utilize have been
emphasized in scholarship related to both food and marine systems and provide a good start to a
deeper analysis of sustainability-as-justice (see Table 1.1 for examples).
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Table 1.1. Sustainability-as-justice examples.
Types of justice
Dimensions
Distributive
of
Environmental
sustainability Current
Equitable distribution
generations
of environmental
benefits and harms
Future
generations

Human-nature

Social
Current
generations
Future
generations

Human-nature

Economic
Current
generations
Future
generations

Human-nature

Equitable distribution
of environmental
benefits and harms
between now and the
future
Biodiversity and
ecosystem
conservation

Procedural

Recognitive

Participatory
Environmental
decision making on
justice, recognizing
environmental issues environmental
burden of groups
Considering future
Recognize the impact
generations welfare
of environmental
in environmental
decisions today on
decision making
future generations
Nature represented
in decision making

Recognize impact of
activities on nature
and non-humans

Equitable distribution
of blue food
resources
Access to the same
kinds and amounts of
blue foods in the
future that we have
now.
Welfare for all
species

Enabling all groups
to participate in
decision making
Uprooting systesm
of oppression that
prevent participation

Plurality of
knowledge and value
systems
Adaptability to future
knowledge and value
systems

Non-human species
represented in
decision making

Welfare for all
species

Equitable distribution
of economic benefits
of blue foods
Systems in place to
ensure equitable
distribution of future
economic benefits of
blue foods
Balancing human
needs with the needs
of non-humans and
nature

Participatory
governance of
economies
Systems in place to
prevent future
consolidation of
wealth and power

Diverse economies

Economy within
ecological bounds

Valuing nature
intrinsically rather
than commercially
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Systems in place to
nurture diverse
economies into the
future

Alternative (sea)food networks
Alternative food networks (AFNs), including blue food based alternative seafood
networks (ASNs), are based on three pillars: alternative products, alternative distribution
networks, and alternative economic practices (Rosol 2019). For example, an enterprise might sell
local products, direct-market, and be structured as a cooperative. AFNs are often small or
medium scale and operate locally or regionally. They emphasize relationality, direct connections
and trust between producers and consumers, and have a focus on values. Many AFNs have other
projects in addition to producing food and participate in governance and advocacy.
Methods
My methods consisted of a comprehensive literature review and a quantitative analysis.
For the quantitative analysis, I used data from the FAO and World Bank to analyze both wild
capture seafood production and aquaculture production 1) in relationship to each other by
country and 2) in relationship to undernourishment by country. I chose undernourishment as the
food security indicator due to the amount of country level data provided for recent years (Figure
1.1).
For the literature review, I examined alternative food networks, defined as food networks
with alternative products, alternative distribution, and alternative economic models (Rosol 2019)
and their potential for political influence and transformation. I also drew on my research outlined
in Chapter 2, in which I co-created a set of indicators based on the values of a network of
alternative seafood networks in North America, Local Catch Network (LCN). To reflect on what
this means in practice, I turn my attention to the six dimensions of food security as defined by
FAO (2008) and HLPE (2020) availability, access, utilization, stability, and agency. Since
sustainability is the lens through which all the dimensions of food security are situated, I do not
9

include it as a separate dimension. I illustrate how each of the three forms of justice, distributive,
procedural, and recognitive, relate to each dimension, the injustices with the current blue food
system related to each form, the solutions possible through ASNs, barriers to change, and
opportunities for both policymakers and seafood industry members to participate in
transformation. In situating this analysis, I speak from my experience researching in the U.S.
context, but many of the problems, barriers, and opportunities are not limited to the U.S. and
could be adapted to other countries or international policy (Table 1.2).
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Results

Figure 1.1. Blue food production compared with undernourishment by country. A) Aquaculture and wild capture production in
relationship to undernourishment by country income level for 2020. B) Wild capture production (natural log transformed live weight
metric tons from 2020) relative to prevalence of undernourishment (percent) averaged from 2019-2021 for 164 countries over three
income levels. R2 values show no significant correlation at any income level (low income .00; medium income .01; high income .01).
C) Aquaculture production (natural log transformed live weight metric tons from 2020) relative to prevalence of undernourishment
(percent) averaged from 2019-2021 data for 156 countries over three income levels. R2 values show no significant correlation at any
income level (low income .03; medium income .01; high income .11) (Data: FAO 2021a; FAO 2021b; FAO 2022c; World Bank n.d.).
11

Table 1.2. Sustainability-as-justice analysis of blue food systems and the potential for transformation.
Food
Definition
security
Availability The supply
of food
determined
by food
production,
levels of
stocks, and
trade (FAO
2008).

Justices
Distributive
Local and
regional
availability,
responsible
stewardship,
reduce waste,
increase
production in
ways that cobenefit
environment

Procedural
Fair trade, fair
access to
participation in
fisheries

Recognitive
Availability of
culturally
appropriate
foods

Blue food
injustices
Overfishing,
pollution,
climate
change,
ecosystem
degradation,
bycatch, food
waste

Exploitation,
exclusion, and
privatization

Concentration
of wealth and
power,
emphasis on
few species

ASN solutions
Alternative
production
(lower impact
fishing
methods,
environmental
stewardship),
alternative
distribution
(direct human
consumption,
local and
regional
marketing)
Owneroperator
models,
collaboration
and
mentorship

Alternative
products,
promoting
access for all
groups
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Barriers to
change
Profit motive,
government
subsidies and
support for
industrial
methods,
power and
influence,
globalized,
extractive
trade

Policymakers
can
Ecosystem
based
management,
ban harmful
fishing
methods, enact
policies to
mitigate
climate
change,
support local
and regional
food systems

Enterprise
operators can
Use lowest
impact fishing
methods and
engage in cobeneficial
fisheries like
seaweed and
bivalve
aquaculture,
reduce waste
and pollution

Catch shares,
profit motive,
power and
influence

Cap and
redistribute
ownership of
catch shares
and similar
programs,
ensure fair
trade
Allow diverse
catch within
ecological
bounds

Cap growth
and profit,
cooperate
rather than
compete with
other entities

Systemic
racism, classbased diets

Target diverse
catch withing
ecological
bounds,
connect with
communities

Table 1.2 continued.
Food
Definition
security
Access
Economic
and
physical
access
(FAO
2008)
achieved
through
redistributi
ng food,
redistributi
ng the
means of
food
production,
or
redistributi
ng
purchasing
power
(FAO
2001).

Justices
Distributive
Access to food
entitlements
(Sen 1994)

Blue food
injustices
Income
inequality

Procedural
Access to
markets,
fisheries
governance,
and decisionmaking

Concentration
of wealth and
power, topdown decision
making

Recognitive
Fishing rights
for indigenous
people,
traditional and
local
ecological
knowledge

TEK and LEK
not respected,
colonialism,
historic
injustices
resulting in
systemic
exclusion

ASN solutions
Alternative
economic
arrangements
(cooperatives,
nonprofits,
etc.) and
distribution
models (local
and regional)
Participation in
fisheries
governance,
participatory
decision
making within
enterprise

Barriers to
change
Profit motive,
economic
growth

Top-down
governance,
policies that
concentrate
wealth and
power

Collaboration, Systemic
promote access racism,
for all groups
hegemonic
views of
knowledge
creation
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Policymakers
can
Emphasize
wellbeing over
economic
growth, wealth
redistribution
(maximum and
minimum
wages, wealth
tax, etc.)
Include
stakeholders in
decision
making,
distribute
opportunities

Include
indigenous
stakeholders
and LEK and
TEK in
decision
making,
restore rights
and access to
marginalized
groups

Enterprise
operators can
Emphasize
alternative
economic
pillar, triple
bottom line,
cap on growth
and profit, cap
on pay ratio
Participate in
governance/ad
vocacy at
different
scales,
participatory
decision
making within
enterprise
Learn about
and engage in
promoting
access for
marginalized
groups, if not
indigenous
owned,
consider
paying real
rent/land tax

Table 1.2 continued.
Food
Definition
security
Utilization Energy and
nutrient
intake
related to
food
preparation
and
consumption, diet
diversity,
and the
distribution of
food
within the
household
(FAO
2008).

Justices
Distributive
Diet diversity,
consumption
of whole fish
and
nutritionally
dense species

Procedural
Relationship
between
consumers and
producers,
education
around
unfamiliar
foods
Recognitive
Food
sovereignty
and selfdetermination

Blue food
injustices
Few species
emphasized,
food waste,
contamination,
biodiversity
loss

ASN solutions

Lack of
transparency
and connection
between
producers and
consumers,
lack of
knowledge of
seafood
preparation
Ownership of
seafood
companies not
reflective of
communities
served

Alternative
distribution
models
(transparent,
direct
marketing,
education)

Alternative
products
(target diverse
species with
lower impact
methods)

Alternative
economies
(harvester or
local
ownership)
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Barriers to
change
Inaction on
climate change
and pollution
due to industry
power, policies
that make
diverse catch
difficult and
benefit
consolidation
and
industrialization
Opaque global
supply chains,
reimports, fish
fraud and IUU
fishing

Policymakers
can
Climate
change and
pollution
mitigation,
support
organic
agriculture to
prevent runoff,
enable diverse
catch

Wealth and
power
concentrated in
top enterprises

Ensure small
and medium
sized
enterprises
have
representation

Better
transparency
and
traceability
requirements,
support directmarketing
efforts

Enterprise
operators can
Engage in
climate
advocacy and
address
pollution
produced by
all activities
along supply
chain, target
diverse catch
in line with
ecosystem
limits
Full
transparency,
prioritize
values and
ensure that all
links in the
supply chain
are known and
trusted
Engage with
stakeholder
communities,
know whose
land you
operate on

Table 1.2 continued.
Food
Definition
security
Stability
Stability of
the other
three
dimensions
over time
influenced
by
weather,
political,
or
economic
factors
(FAO
2008).

Justices
Distributive
Resilience
(climate
change,
shocks, etc.)

Procedural

Blue food
injustices
Climate
change,
biodiversity
loss and other
environmental
stressors,
globalized
supply chain
vulnerable to
economic and
political
shocks

Lack of
stakeholder
Participation in participation in
defining and
governance,
enacting
inequitable
resilience
distribution of
resources
needed to
implement
changes
Recognitive
Certain
seafood
enterprise
Plurality of
models
models
dominant

ASN solutions
Alternative
distribution
models (short
supply chains,
direct
marketing,
local and
regional)
shown to be
resilient to
shocks

Alternative
economies
(participatory
decision
making
through coops
etc.)

Alternative
products,
distribution
models and
economies
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Barriers to
change
Government
subsidies and
policies
prioritizing
globalized,
industrial
seafood,
politicization
and inaction on
climate and
other
environmental
stressors
Concentration
of wealth and
power

Concentration
of wealth and
power

Policymakers
can
Support ASNs
with
alternative
distribution
models,
urgently
implement
policies for
climate
mitigation as
well as
adaptation,
EBFM
Community
Based
Fisheries
Management,
redistribution
of resources
towards small
and medium
sized
businesses
Recognize
importance of
small-scale
fisheries and
ASNs in policy

Enterprise
operators can
Engage in
alternative
distribution
models,
climate and
environmental
stewardship
and advocacy

Collaborate
and organize
with likeminded
enterprises and
groups to build
power

Be and support
small-scale,
independent
operations

Table 1.2 continued.
Food
Definition
security
Agency
Ability of
people and
communities to
choose
what they
eat and
produce,
how it is
processed
and
distributed,
and to
control
policy
(HLPE
2020).

Justices

Blue food
injustices
Agency
concentrated in
biggest
enterprises

ASN solutions

Procedural
Participatory,
democratic
decision
making at
multiple scales

Top down and
market driven
governance,
other
stakeholders
marginalized

Alternative
economies
(cooperatives,
etc.)

Concentration
of power

Recognitive
Plurality of
relationships
with food
systems within
ecological
bounds

Recognition of
animal welfare
and
environmental
limits largely
missing or
surface level

Alternative
products
(environmental
stewardship
considered)

Lack of
regulations
around animal
welfare in
fisheries and
aquaculture

Distributional
Abilities to
control policy,
production and
consumption
shared
equitably
within
environmental
limits

Alternative
distribution
and economies
(community
based)
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Barriers to
change
Policies and
subsidies that
lead to
increasing
wealth
concentration

Policymakers
can
Community
Based
Fisheries
Management,
increased
stakeholder
engagement,
enhanced
opportunities
for
marginalized
groups
Intentional
engagement
with
marginalized
communities,
equitable
representation

Enact stronger
regulations on
animal welfare
and
environmental
stewardship
(EBFM)

Enterprise
operators can
Scale up
organizing and
engagement,
network with
other ASNs to
increase reach

Create access
to participatory
democratic
decision
making within
enterprise, join
groups like
port
associations
Enact and
enforce
policies around
animal
welfare,
environmental
stewardship,
etc.

Discussion
Blue food production and the food security disconnect
Blue food production has increased by 60% in the past 30 years (FAO 2022b) while
seafood consumption per capita has more than doubled between 1961 and 2017 (Naylor et al.
2021). Technology and infrastructure improvements have facilitated the continued growth of
blue food production for more than a century as gear, transportation, logistics, and refrigeration
have improved (Bolster 2012). In this time, target species (Pauly et al. 1998), the geography of
fishing effort (Berkes 2006), participation (Brinson and Thunberg 2016), and modes of
production have all shifted markedly (Hospido et al. 2006). In the Gulf of Maine, for example,
small anadromous fishes like Rainbow smelt and Tomcod, which were once a staple food for
riparian communities during parts of the winter, were caught using low-tech gear. Today, the
highly mechanized American lobster fishery represents 80% of landings in the state of Maine
and a large portion is exported to Europe and Asia (Stoll et al. 2019b). The transformation
observed in Maine is the reflective of a broader pattern worldwide.
Today’s blue food production is highly globalized as seafood has become one of the most
widely traded commodities. The quantity of seafood traded has increased by 58% and number of
trade partnerships has increasing by 65% between 1994 and 2012 (Gephart and Pace 2015). In
the United States, for example, an estimated 62 to 65% of seafood consumed is imported,
although calculations are difficult due to complex supply chains (Gephart et al. 2019). An
estimated 44% of seafood imports to high income countries are from non-high-income countries,
while 39% of seafood imports to non-high-income countries originate in high income countries
(FAO 2022b.) The income level of the country correlates with the value of seafood imports, with
high income countries predominately importing higher value seafood and exporting lower value
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seafood (Watson et al. 2017). High income countries import 90% of the total globally traded
seafood (FAO 2022b.). While international trade has the potential to be a beneficial arrangement
for all parties (FAO 2001), it can also have hidden costs. In a 2017 study of sea cucumber trade
in Asia, for example, Purcell et al. (2017) found that seafood harvesters received on average less
than 10% of the revenue of high value species, whereas they received around 50% of the value of
low value species. The actors closer to the point of sales received higher shares of the revenue of
the high value species, reflecting a lack of information flow and thus bargaining power back to
the harvesters (Purcell et al. 2017). Issues of mislabeling and seafood fraud abound, with one
third of seafood imported to the U.S. estimated to be mislabeled (Jacquet and Pauly 2008). Blue
food trade capitalizes on cheap labor by processing in countries with low labor costs, creating
additional links in the supply chain that have the potential to increase vulnerability to shocks and
further obfuscate traceability (Jacquet and Pauly 2008; Stoll et al. 2018). These changes in blue
food production have increasingly disconnected those who harvest seafood from those who
consume seafood (Crona et al. 2015).
In addition to becoming more globalized, the landscape of ocean industries is also
increasingly concentrated in large, multinational corporations (Silver and Stoll 2022). The ten
largest companies involved in ocean industries bring in 45% of total revenue, while the 100
largest companies bring in 60% (Virden et al. 2021). Nine of those 100 are seafood companies.
In 2018, the global seafood industry had a revenue of $276 billion, with the top 10 seafood
companies bringing in 15% or $41.4 billion (Virden et al. 2021). Large companies are not
inherently unjust (see Mondragon for an example of a large scale cooperative), however, the
concentration of wealth within the industry creates an imbalance of power and directs resources
and access away from the small-scale fishing communities who are most vulnerable (Virden et
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al. 2021) and who account for over 90% of commercial harvesters (IPBES 2019). Wealth
concentration within the corporations themselves can also foster power imbalances that create
environments ripe for labor abuses. For example, Trident Seafoods, the only U.S. seafood
company in the top 100 grossing ocean industry corporations, is a privately held company
founded and previously owned by the late Chuck Brundrant. Mr. Brundrant had an individual
estimated net worth of at least $1.3 billion (Sorvino 2021) while some workers are paid below a
local living wage (Trident Seafoods 2022, Glassmeier 2022).
While globalization and simultaneous consolidation of seafood systems have enabled
greater production, there is not clear evidence that increasing production will meaningfully
address food security (Sen 1994). At a broad scale, we see this in the relationship between blue
food production and undernourishment data at the country level worldwide. Using data from the
World Bank and FAO on aquaculture production, wild capture production and prevalence of
undernourishment (a food security indicator defined by the FAO) by country as well as the
income level of the countries reviewed, I compared log transformed seafood production with
prevalence of undernourishment, as well as comparing aquaculture production with wild capture
production by country (Fig. 1.1A, 1.1B, 1.1C).. Despite the dominant narrative that increasing
blue food production will address food insecurity, I found no correlation between current levels
of blue food production and a country’s level of undernourishment. In fact, in low-income
countries there is a negative trend, albeit insignificant, that shows an inverse relationship
between the scale of blue food production and undernourishment (Fig. 1.1B, 1.1C). These
results, though clearly simplistic, raise important questions about the direct link between blue
food production and food security. The results are also consistent with other research findings
that raise doubt about the linkages between seafood production and food security. For example,
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Love et al. (2022) recently analyzed seafood consumption across the United States using highresolution retail scanner data from grocery stores. Results from this analysis show clear evidence
of “class-based” seafood consumption patterns, which highlight the reality that even in seafood
“rich” nations, access is highly uneven among sectors of the population. In writing about
aquaculture production, Edwards et al. (2019) also observe that the current emphasis on marine
species will make production unaffordable for most consumers. Similarly, Zhang et al. (2022)
have been critical of the focus on blue food production, showing that freshwater aquaculture
accounts for 77% of edible aquaculture production, excluding aquatic plants and is more
environmentally sustainable and less expensive than farming marine species. For these reasons, a
more nuanced political economic analysis is needed in order to ensure food security, as is called
for in The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World report which outlines that attending
to 1) political context and stakeholder recommendations, 2) power relations and influence, and 3)
governance and regulations are necessary to achieve food security, rather than broad stroke
increases in production (FAO et al. 2022). These recommendations reflect sustainability-asjustice in important ways, namely through procedural justice (1) and distributional justice (2).
However, the document falls short of advocating for broader scale system changes critical to
blue food security, such as wealth redistribution, participatory democratic decision-making,
urgent environmental action, and prioritizing wellbeing over economic growth.
Alternative blue food pathways
I argue that the focus on increasing blue food production is unlikely to address pressing food
security issues, without critical attention to sustainability-as-justice in blue food systems.
Because both the dimensions of food security and the types of justice are not discreet and have
considerable overlap, there are some common themes that emerge from the analysis in Table 1.2.
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These themes highlight key changes that need to be emphasized both by state and market actors
in order to achieve sustainable food security for current and future generations.
1) Environmental stewardship. Blue food availability relies on the health of the
environment in supporting populations and reproduction. The whole ecosystem as
well as all the environmental impacts along the supply chain affect the health of the
marine environment immediately and in the long term. This is a key component of
recognitive justice, recognizing the value of non-human species and nature as morethan-commodity and recognizing the interconnectedness of all species.
2) Wealth redistribution. Unequal food capabilities, the ability to command food (Sen
1994), is a major barrier to blue food security related to distributive justice. For
indicators of food security in the U.S., all relate in some way to purchasing power
(Gunderson and Ziliak 2017). Broad-scale policies like universal basic income, job
guarantees, living wages, maximum wages, wealth and inheritance taxes, reparations,
and pay ratio caps are some examples of ways to reduce current and future inequality
(Alfredsson et al 2018, Weidmann et al. 2020).
3) Participation. Participatory decision making both within government and within
industry at multiple scales, intentionally inclusive of historically marginalized
communities, is key for ensuring procedural justice in all aspects of blue food
security.
4) Wellbeing over economic growth. While development is necessary, especially in the
Global South, the unquestioned importance of economic growth and use of Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) as the main marker of economic success holds us back from
achieving the first three key changes (Weidmann et al. 2020). Prioritizing profit over
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the environment and

people leads to exploitation and is unsustainable both socially

and environmentally. Emphasis on economic growth and profit drives businesses to
externalize costs to the environment and society and cut corners in order to increase
shareholder profit. Lack of inequitable participation in governance and policymaking
is both a contributor to and product of the emphasis on continuous economic growth.
Recognitive justice recognizes a plurality of value systems which could be embodied
in alternative indicators of economic success. Alternative seafood networks are
particularly well poised to challenge economic growth when they emphasize the
alternative economies pillar.
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Conclusion: A disclaimer about alternative (sea)food networks
While I advocate for sustainability-as-justice in blue food systems by way of ASNs, they
are not a panacea. Some potential risks outlined in the literature on AFNs more broadly include:
appropriation of attributes without values (Matecena 2016; Rosol 2019), the creation of classbased diets, and exacerbation and re-enforcement of existing inequities for both consumers and
producers (Matacena 2016; Rosol 2019), lack of research around AFNs, including environmental
and social benefits (Matacena 2016), difficulties in scaling up to serve larger populations
(Brislen 2018; Matacena 2016), and perpetuating individual consumerist approaches rather than
system change (Cerrada-Serra et al. 2018). Not all small-scale, values-based seafood enterprises
embody all three pillars of ASNs, and often it is alternative economies that are not fully
embraced. This creates the risk of these well-intentioned enterprises enacting the system they
originally set out to change as they scale up. Growing businesses require strong principles and
commitment to values (Witter and Stoll 2017), and ASNs can also easily fall into the same traps
incentivized by the capitalist mandate for continual economic growth. For example, Sea to Table,
an enterprise billing itself as a local direct-marketed seafood business, sold fraudulently labelled
imported fish to meet customer demand (McDowell et al. 2018). To avoid this, ASNs can
prioritize alternative economic practices and incorporate them into their structure from the start.
There is also a movement toward alternative products and distribution networks by conventional
enterprises in order to capitalize off of the popularity of alternatives. These enterprises muddy
the waters and make it harder for consumers to distinguish between products and producers
engaged in legitimate system change (Matecena 2016; Rosol 2019). ASN products are often
higher value and can be inaccessible to lower income consumers, creating a “class-based diet”
(Rosol 2019). ASN producers also have a difficult time accessing certifications (Stoll et al.
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2019a) and government support that is set up to benefit large producers and incentivize
industrialized mass production. More research is needed into AFNs, and ASNs in particular, in
order to specify their environmental and social impact, however, it is clear that our current global
food system is unjust and unsustainable. AFNs offer a potential solution and can have “spillover”
benefits due to their relational qualities, building trust and reciprocity in the communities with
which they work (Cerrada-Serra et al. 2018). While fisheries policies need to shift to supporting
ASNs that enact sustainability-as-justice by maintaining accountability to the values of
alternative products, distribution models, and economies, broader policies can support blue food
sustainability and security by taking urgent action on environmental problems, increasing
participatory decision making, wealth redistribution, and prioritizing real wellbeing
improvements over the current narrow view of economic health and success as perpetual growth.
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CHAPTER 2
PERFORMING SUSTAINABILITY: CO-CREATING ACCOUNTABILITY
INDICATORS WITH ALTERNATIVE SEAFOOD NETWORKS
“It is important to determine the goal of the business. Is it for the business to show profit or to
help the community -- not just individuals?”
⁃ Local Catch Network member
Abstract
Increasing awareness of overfishing, habitat loss, pollution, labor abuses, and issues of
equity and access in fisheries has created space for the emergence and proliferation of third-party
sustainability certifications for seafood. Yet these "voluntary” measures, typically created by
non-governmental organizations and facilitated through private companies, have had variable
success, and been criticized for being inaccessible to small-scale fisheries. Acknowledging these
limitations and responding to calls for non-hegemonic alternatives to natural resource
governance and stewardship, this paper describes a 2-year collaboration between a network of
AFNs in the US and Canada and our research team that resulted in the co-development of a set of
preliminary accountability indicators designed to help seafood businesses self-evaluate their
practices relative to their self-defined core values. Here, we describe our methods, present the
suite of indicators that emerged from the work, and reflect on the challenges and opportunities
associated with engaging in PAR. This effort sets the stage for future work in developing
alternative models to certification based on peer-to-peer assessment and community-based
accountability. The work is modeled after Participatory Guarantee Systems in the agricultural
sector, which acts as an alternative to organic certification for small-scale farmers.
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Introduction
If you have visited a supermarket recently, especially in the Global North, chances are
you have seen ecolabels promoting sustainably harvested seafood. You may have seen the blue
logo of the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC), the most prominent and successful sustainable
seafood certification, stuck to a package or pasted next to the price at the seafood counter.
Awareness of overfishing, habitat loss (Worm et al. 2009), ocean pollution (Campbell et al.
2016), labor abuse and slavery-at-sea (Tickler et. al 2018), and loss of equity and access
(Carothers 2011; Stoll et al. 2016; Stoll et al. 2017) has grown over the last half century. These
issues are brought into public awareness in part through campaigns by international
environmental nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) like Greenpeace, the National Audubon
Society, and the World Wildlife Fund, which have been supported by funding from philanthropic
organizations like the Packard Foundation and the Pew Charitable Trusts (Ponte 2012). Thirdparty sustainability certifications are one of the emergent strategies that have gained traction
(Stoll et al. 2019) and today, an estimated 15% of global catch is certified as “sustainable” by the
MSC alone (MSC 2019). Third-party certifications are based on voluntary sets of guidelines
defining sustainability or labor practices and are usually administered by private auditing
companies paid for by the entity seeking certification. Used as a marketing tool to set
“sustainable” products aside from the norm, ecolabels can increase sales and willingness-to-pay
(Lim et al. 2018). However, sustainability certifications like MSC are not a panacea and have
been criticized for being inaccessible to small-scale operators due to cost and data requirements.
Furthermore, the success of certifications in achieving ecological sustainability goals is contested
(Bailey et al. 2017; Bleakley 2019; Christian et al. 2012. MSC is also critiqued for neglecting
social aspects, such as equity and justice for workers (Anderson et al. 2010; Ponte 2012).
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This article describes the first stages of a collaboration between researchers and seafood
enterprises in which we sought to lay the groundwork for an alternative to certification. This
research emerged from nearly a decade of informal conversations between one of the researchers
involved in the project (J.S.) and a group of seafood enterprises who have been grappling with
ways to both demonstrate and communicate their commitment and practices of sustainability to
their peers and consumers alike. We approach this research from the theoretical framework of
critical emancipatory and participatory research, with the goal of empowering stakeholders and
accounting for power dynamics (Moon and Blackman 2014). We utilize participatory action
research (PAR) to carry out this approach research that engages stakeholders throughout the
process with the goal of producing an output useful for stakeholders. In taking this stance, we
acknowledge that direct engagement with communities is both a socially responsible and
effective way to conduct research. Social science has a long history of conducting research on
people, rather than with people, and using research to uphold oppressive power regimes such as
colonialism (Lewis, 1973). To move towards a more equitable world includes questioning
assumptions and exposing power dynamics as well as enabling participatory decision making to
facilitate procedural justice. With that in mind, I asked three questions:
(1)

What alternatives are there to third-party certification?

(2)

How can alternative seafood networks demonstrate how they uphold their values?

(3)

How can values be operationalized into measurable indicators?

To frame these questions, I outline both the benefits and drawbacks of seafood certification
through a political economic lens, highlighting the power differentials, and who may benefit or
be disadvantaged. I illustrate selected examples of more participatory alternatives to certification,
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drawing on other seafood sustainability ideas and lessons from community supported agriculture.
I then situate this study within the context of the current North American ASN movement.
The political economy of seafood certification
In Hardin’s “tragedy of the commons”, a shared resource is exploited and degraded
because each user acting rationally inevitably tries to maximize their own profit at the expense of
the resource, leading to environmental collapse and loss of value for everyone (Hardin 1968).
The work of Elinor Ostrom and others proved that the tragedy of the commons is far from
inevitable, and that the antidotes Hardin put forth in his original paper, privatization or top-down
government control, are not the only solutions (Hardin 1968, Paredo 2020). Through extensive
social science research and case studies from around the world, Ostrom showed that the
commons can be collectively managed in a sustainable way (Paredo 2020). Unfortunately,
Hardin’s research is well-remembered and oft cited outside academic circles, whereas Ostrom’s
design principles are underutilized.
Problems in fisheries mirror many of those that have been well documented in other
industries. Environmental destruction and human rights abuses have been linked to agriculture
(Lynde 2020), mining (Schulte et al. 2021), and textiles (Martinez, 2022). When profit is
prioritized over human and environmental wellbeing, as in the free-market capitalist system that
has been the dominant economic model globally for around five centuries, few people reap the
short-term monetary benefits while the majority are exploited along with the natural resource
systems that sustain us all (Marquez and de Avila Rocha 2022). In fisheries, the drive for profits
has led to the consolidation of fishing fleets and increasingly effective fishing methods, now able
to pinpoint schools of fish and alter entire ecosystems. The largest of these operations can fish
the high seas and distant waters, sometimes not returning to shore for years on end. This is
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enabled by a process called transshipment, whereby vessels can transfer their catch at sea to
“reefers”, or refrigerator ships that bring the fish to port. This industrial efficiency and profitseeking also creates the conditions for coercing crew into opaque contracts and holding them
captive with no access to shore support (Ewell et al. 2017). Industrial fleets, particularly in the
Global South, often operate illegally, encroach on the waters of small-scale harvesters who are
left with increasingly fewer fish with which to sustain their communities (Belhabib et al. 2019).
In the U.S., fisheries are well-managed by global standards, but there are still issues with
overfishing (NOAA Fisheries 2020), as well as equity and access (Carothers 2011). Most
subsidies go to industrial fisheries (Schuhbauer 2017), and the privatization of fishing rights has
led to increased monopolization of ownership (Anderson 2008; Carothers 2011; Stoll et al. 2016;
Stoll et al. 2017).
Along with the profit motives of capitalism, neoliberalism, or the dissemination of
control from the state to market actors, affects fisheries governance. In this model, the state
disperses resources into various civil society groups and market entities, or as Foley (2017, p.
916) points out, “public-private distinction is less relevant than previously assumed”. Through a
case study of MSC’s role in Atlantic Canadian fisheries, Foley (2013) examines the
interrelatedness of the state and MSC – a form of private transnational governance. The third
principle of the MSC is that the fishery complies with local and national laws. On the other hand,
MSC gains legitimacy and access to data through governments. In some cases, such as Organic
certification, standards are incorporated into the state at a later date (Mosier and Thilmany 2016).
In addition to this reorganization of power and funding, some movements and organizations
campaigning for changes to food systems have turned away from lobbying for government
regulations towards market-based solutions (Hatanaka 2014). The market can move faster than

29

laws and government regulations can change, but procedural and distributive justice is often
missing. In the MSC, large nonprofits and corporations hold the majority of representative power
(Foley 2013).
MSC, the most prominent third-party sustainability certification for seafood, was
established in 1993 through a partnership between World Wildlife Fund and Unilever (Constance
and Bonanno 2000). Like other third-party certifications, MSC creates and manages a set of
criteria for sustainability. If a fishery wishes to get certified, they hire a private company, or
Conformity Assessment Body to conduct yearly audits to ensure compliance to MSC standards.
If the fishery meets the standard requirements, they are permitted to use the MSC eco-label.
Other third-party certifications include aquaculture certifications Aquaculture Stewardship
Council (ASC) and Best Aquaculture Practices (BAP) and Fair Trade USA Capture Fisheries
Standard (CFS) which includes both labor and environmental criteria and has been shown to be
more accessible to small scale actors. Fair Trade USA’s CFS is seen by some as a steppingstone
to MSC certification but is robust in its own right (Borland and Bailey 2019). MSC has built a
veritable monopoly on sustainable wild-capture seafood by certifying large fisheries and
securing commitments from North American and European retailers (Foley 2017; Hadjimichael
and Hegland 2016).
Seafood certifications have had some documented benefits. MSC has been shown to have
improved traceability in seafood with their chain-of-custody certification (Roheim and Sutinen
2006). Certifications have also been successful in some markets in garnering retail price
premiums (Roheim et al. 2011). However, they have been criticized for being difficult to access
for small-scale operators and have questionable effectiveness in achieving environmental goals
(Amundson and Osmundsen 2020; Bleakley 2020; Constance and Bonanno 2000; Foley and
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Hebert 2013; Ponte 2012; Stoll et al. 2019). In a review of 19 formal objections to MSC
certifications by environmental NGOs and other groups, Christian et al. (2013) observe that only
one was upheld. While MSC certified, the Alaska pollock fishery experienced such severe
declines that government regulations were changed to protect the stocks. While MSC invites
public comment, the extent to which they are amenable to feedback is called into question by the
fact that an entire organization was formed to reform the MSC. Make Stewardship Count, “a
coalition of more than 90 marine conservation experts, organizations, and researchers from
around the world” including prominent environmental NGOs and marine scientists, calls out
what the hypocrisy and ineffectiveness of MSC certification by highlighting certified fisheries
with environmentally harmful practices (Make Stewardship Count, n.d.). Putting aside the
viability of the criteria themselves, whether those criteria can be or are properly enforced is also
an important question. Cooke Aquaculture’s Bingham, Maine salmon hatchery held a Best
Aquaculture Practices certification when an undercover investigator filmed animal abuse that
violated BAP standards (Animal Outlook v. Cooke Aquaculture Inc., True North Salmon U.S.,
Inc., and True North Maine, Inc.). Incidents like these call into question the extent to which
third-party audits are effective in enforcing standards. Additionally, the existence of
sustainability certifications belies that unsustainable fishing is the norm.
Contrasting sustainability certifications with Life Cycle Assessments, which take into
consideration product impact from cradle to grave, Pelletier and Tyedmers (2008) highlight the
limited nature of criteria used by MSC and others, which are limited to mostly localized
ecological sustainability. Tlusty et al. (2019) acknowledges that MSC is considering social
dimensions and Monterey Bay Aquarium Seafood Watch measures energy usage, however the
necessary changes for a more holistic view are slow to come. This creates the danger of pointing
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consumers in the wrong direction and upholding a particular practice or fishery as sustainable
when it is not: “The implication, then, is that seafood products currently marketed as sustainable,
based on a limited, albeit important, set of ecological criteria, may, in fact, be profoundly
unsustainable on other counts” (Pelletier and Tyedmers 2008, p. 925).
In the creation of sustainability criteria, MSC has positioned itself as the arbiter of what is
sustainable and what is not. The indicators used by fisheries scientists, and that are part of the
MSC, can lead to bias (Muhl et al. 2022). Karnad et al. (2021) explains that the focus on
management based on Maximum Sustainable Yield of single species privileges the Global North
because they have access to the resources to study and document their fisheries, which are then
deemed well-managed, while the Global South have less access to resources. As one shrimp
farmer in Hatanaka’s 2014 study describes, “Certifiers develop universal standards based on
their own perspectives and ideas. Then, they impose such standards on suppliers throughout the
world” (p. 6). The power to define on a global scale what is sustainable is not just rhetorical – the
criteria themselves become actors in ocean governance (Stoll and Johnson 2015). This
“performativity” of indicators highlights the importance of asking how indicators are created,
who creates them, as well as who benefits and profits from them, and who may be negatively
impacted (Islam and Greenwood 2022).
Who wins and who loses due to certification is a crucial question. Small-scale operators,
especially in the Global South, have historically lost out due to certification, because of the high
cost of entry as well as the need for data to verify compliance (Constance and Bonanno 2000;
Ponte 2012; Stoll et al. 2019). Le Manach et al. (2020) point out the disconnect between the scale
and gear type of fisheries represented in promotional materials for MSC, which are mostly smallscale passive gear fisheries, whereas the majority of seafood and fisheries certified comes from
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large industrial companies. MSC and other certifiers have responded to criticism by creating
Fishery Improvement Plans, a strategy to help small-scale fisheries, mainly from the Global
South, work up to the requirements of certification (Packer et al. 2021). This is important
because when industrial fisheries are getting certified quicker and big corporations like Walmart
and Safeway are committing to only MSC certified seafood, this threatens to cut small operators
out of the market.
Karnad et al. (2021) argues that the MSC needs better indicators to ensure holistic
sustainability from boat to plate, and that regulating fishing and fishermen is not enough to create
a truly sustainable and equitable seafood supply chain. Hatanaka (2014) cautions that
certifications risk reproducing some of what AFNs stand against, namely the “efficiency,
calculability, predictability and control”, applying George Ritzer’s McDonaldization framework
to food systems. The resulting “McSustainability” and “McJustice” produces a system that may
have better environmental and labor practices but lacks relationality and democratic control.
Kinds et al. (2015) also bring to light the limited nature of third-party certifications – they are
based on isolated audits rather than continual monitoring. They advocate for indicators that can
be used by the fishermen themselves to assess their own sustainability. Furthermore, Tlusty and
Thorsen (2016) call into question the effects of labelling seafood as “sustainable” and thereby
removing the need for continual improvement, evaluation, and effort involved in the act of
seeking sustainability. Fair Trade USA Capture Fisheries Standard (CFS), which includes both
labor and environmental criteria, presents a bright spot in the third-party seafood sustainability
landscape and has been shown to be more accessible to small scale actors. Fair Trade USA’s
CFS is seen by some as a steppingstone to MSC certification but is robust in its own right
(Borland and Bailey 2019). The CFS is based on empowerment as well as social, economic, and
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environmental sustainability criteria, and is therefore more comprehensive than MSC. In order to
get certified, the entity seeking certification needs to first create a democratically controlled
Fishing Association (Fair Trade USA 2021). In this way, the certification promotes procedural
justice.
Alternatives to seafood certification
The agricultural sector provides additional insights into community-driven alternatives
that better enact sustainability-as-justice and emphasize a participatory approach. Both Worker
Driven Social Responsibility (WDSR), corporate responsibility assurance schemes that are
created by and for workers (Sparks et al. 2022), and Participatory Guarantee Systems (PGS),
alternative to Organic certification for the small-scale agricultural sector that use relational, peerreview audits to monitor performance (Loconto and Hatanaka 2017), feature participation by the
practitioners and offer an alternative to top-down government control or private, third-party
auditing. As Ostrom (1990) showed, community-driven governance has been shown to be
effective in managing common pool resources and through democratic decision making, can lead
to more equitable solutions. While Corporate Social Responsibility schemes can leave workers
out of the decision-making processes and without improved conditions, WDSR includes the
workers in decision making (Sparks et al. 2022). An example of a current WDSR campaign is
Migrant Justice’s Milk with Dignity campaign, which created a fair labor certification for dairy
farmers by surveying the workers themselves to create the criteria (Migrant Justice, 2018). PGSs
provide a way for companies to show consumers how they are achieving their social, economic,
and environmental objectives. They also provide the means for businesses to evaluate their
practices and identify areas for improvement. One defining feature of PGSs that sets them apart
from sustainable seafood certifications is that they rely on peer-to-peer reviews as opposed to
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third-party audits. This reduces the overall cost of the program and acts to build social capital
within a network of producers (Castro 2018; Loconto and Hatanaka 2013; IFOAM – Organics
International 2021).
PGS are globally coordinated through IFOAM – Organics International. Each PGS
operates slightly differently, but they are all based on the key elements of a shared vision, trust,
horizontality, transparency, participation, and learning process. These elements are related to
procedural justice (shared vision, trust, transparency, and participation) and distributional justice
(horizontality) and aim to avoid the trap of a stagnant vision of sustainability by incorporating
shared learning, which fosters continual improvement. Features of PGS include grassroots
organization, four principles and values that enhance livelihood (food security, wellbeing,
farmer’s rights and gender equality), farmer’s pledges to employ the norms conceived of by all
stakeholders, clear and defined consequences of breaking compliance, as well as documented
management systems and procedures and ways to verify compliance (IFOAM – Organics
International 2021). They include mechanisms to support farmers, (for example, a documentary
and webinar series was held by the PGS Certified Naturally Grown (CNG), during which
farmers shared best practices on various topics). Like certifications, PGS provide ecolabels to
communicate their efforts with consumers (IFOAM – Organics International 2021).
While PGS have existed in the agricultural sector for over forty years, they have had
limited application in the seafood sector. However, several PGSs include fisheries or fish
products. CNG, the PGS serving the USA and Canada, for example, has standards for
aquaponics, enclosed growing systems that include fish or other aquatic animals. The only PGS
in the IFOAM directory that lists seafood as a product are the Tubthai Organic Agriculture
Cooperatives in Thailand (TOAF 2022). Seikatsu Club Consumer Cooperative (SCCC) in Japan,
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though not officially recognized by IFOAM, serves the function of a PGS, and includes fisheries
(Seikatsu Club, n.d.). SCCC was awarded the Right Livelihood Award in 1989 “for creating the
most successful, sustainable model of production and consumption in the industrialized world.”
(Right Livelihood, n.d., Loconto and Hatanaka 2017). SCCC sells shrimp, seaweed, scallops,
tuna, squid, mackerel, cod roe, as well as processed fish products (Seikatsu Club, n.d.). However,
no PGS has been specifically designed for seafood to date. I argue that this work is an important
way to enact sustainability-as-justice in seafood systems. A worker-driven PGS could offer to
ASNs what third-party certifiers cannot yet – a way to show consumers they are walking the talk
as well as enabling them to learn from each other, build community, and improve practices over
time. In an overview of alternative trade arrangements, Rathgens et al. call for exploring
smallholder empowerment, connecting social and ecological factors, and engaging in
participatory approaches to complement and expand on the existing research on certifications.
North American alternative seafood networks
Alternative food networks (AFNs), including blue food based alternative seafood
networks (ASNs), are based on three pillars: alternative products, alternative distribution
networks, and alternative economic practices (Rosol 2019). ASNs are values-based, small-scale
enterprises, often direct-marketing community-based, local, or regional seafood (Stoll et al.
2021; Witter et al. 2021). They mostly fish in small vessels closer to shore and go out for hours
or days rather than months or years. They are family or owner-operator owned and have smaller
budgets than their industrial counterparts. Small-scale fishing can be less environmentally
destructive (Jacquet et al. 2009), while direct marketing could cut down on trade-related
emissions and has been shown to be more robust during economic shocks, such as the COVID19 pandemic (Stoll et al. 2021). One popular model is the Community Supported Fishery (CSFs),
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based on Community Supported Agriculture, where customers subscribe for monthly fish boxes
delivered directly to their door or local fish or farmers market in exchange for a subscription
membership that sustains the fishermen on a consistent basis. Local Catch Network (LCN) “[a]
community-of-practice made up of seafood harvesters, technical assistance providers, organizers,
and researchers from across North America who are committed to strengthening local and
regional seafood systems through community supported fisheries and direct seafood marketing,”
is a hub for North American ASNs (LCN n.d.a). Their members devised nine core values around
community and environmental sustainability with which the ASNs can choose to affiliate (Table
2.1).
While most of the seafood that is consumed in the United States is imported, demand for
local and domestic seafood in the country is high. Market research conducted by Hennig and Jain
(2017) estimated that the total revenue generated by CSFs in the United States in 2017 was $8.2
million, but the market potential is $3 billion. Even if this number represents an overestimate and
a more realistic number is closer to the sales associated with CSAs (which was $226 million in
2017), direct seafood sales are expanding rapidly and have potential to continue to grow for the
foreseeable future (USDA 2016). COVID-19 further intensified interest in ASN when stay-athome orders were implemented and restaurants, where most seafood is typically consumed,
closed in the United States. This new “appetite” for local and directly sourced seafood was
widely reported around the world, including throughout the United States (e.g., Racino 2020,
Currie and McLaughlin 2020, Shatuk 2020) as well as by members in the LCN.
To help catalyze the growth of this sector, numerous initiatives have been launched to reconnect fishermen to consumers at the local, state, and national levels. These efforts include, but
are not limited to, state-sponsored programs like the Louisiana Seafood Promotion and
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Marketing Board and Maine Lobster Marketing Collaborative; public-private partnerships like
the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute; non-governmental groups like North Carolina Catch,
and Gulf Wild; and grassroots efforts like the Fish Locally Collaborative, Eating with the
Ecosystem, and LCN. There have also been several new efforts to inventory and list direct
producer-to-consumer seafood businesses online (see: ASMI Online Marketplace (Alaska
Seafood, 2021), Bristol Bay Regional Seafood Development Association (2021), Maine Coast
Fishermen’s Association (2021), National Fisherman (Hathaway 2020), LCN (n.d.c), University
of Washington (n.d.)).
Despite enthusiasm for local and domestic seafood marketing initiatives, the potential for
ASNs to mislead consumers, either knowingly or unknowingly, is also high due to differing
understandings and values associated with seafood marketing and branding terms like “local”,
“fresh”, and “community-based” that are being widely used. There has been a long-term
discussion amongst the ASN community regarding distinguishing “greenwashing” from true
sustainability. On the website for Cooke Aquaculture, a global aquaculture and fishing
corporation that is currently the subject of a lawsuit for false advertisement (Animal Outlook v.
Cooke Aquaculture et al.), the sustainability values they profess are very similar to the values
professed by LCN members. They are even “family owned” (Cooke Aquaculture 2022). While
LCN heads its website with “Sustainable, local, community-based seafood for the planet and
people”, Cooke states, “Healthy Oceans, Healthy Communities: That’s our sustainability
commitment” (Cooke Aquaculture 2022; LCN n.d.a). Through the similarities between the
communications of these very different approaches to seafood business, what is clear is that the
idea of sustainability has succeeded. The interpretations and enactments of sustainability and
equity, however, are another story. Amongst small-scale operators, there can also be a lack of
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transparency, such as when direct-marketer Sea to Table sourced imported fish fraudulently
billed as locally caught, sustainable seafood at the Fulton Street Fish Market (McDowell et al.
2018). Like billing food as “natural”, there are no government regulations defining “local” or
“sustainable” and companies can create their own stories around their products with very little
accountability.
Methods
I used participatory action research (PAR), which incorporates stakeholders throughout
the research process and operates with the goal of producing a research output useful for
stakeholders. This approach was chosen both because it can yield better and more actionable
results and because PAR itself disrupts the normative aspects of Western science that reproduce
the guarding of knowledge production with a limited set of tools and limited access to creation of
knowledge. In this way, PAR is a way to engage both procedural and recognitive justices in
research. PAR was used by Chaparro-Africano and Naranjo (2020) to “design, implement and
evaluate” a PGS with farmers in Bogota, Columbia in 2016. In the quest for more sustainable
and equitable societies, research itself can be a tool in challenging neoliberal colonial capitalist
constructs (Sarmiento 2017; Beacham 2018; Reina-Usuga et al. 2018). Similarly, Kinds et al. use
a multi-stakeholder approach to develop sustainability indicators, involving representatives of all
the groups who can affect decisions regarding their study fishery in Belgium, as well as all the
stakeholders who will be affected by decisions.
This research was co-produced by University of Maine researchers and members of LCN,
a community-of-practice of fishermen, researchers, organizers, and consumers throughout North
America. LCN is based around a set of nine core values that anchor their commitment to
environmental and community sustainability. The website explains:
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Local Catch Network (LCN) is guided by a set of core values that aim to create a higher
level of accountability and trust, both internally within the network and externally to the
public, in order to advance community-based fisheries engaged in local and direct
seafood marketing. The values reflect our collective aspirations and what we are working
toward, not necessarily what is the current status quo. We define ‘values’ as standards of
behavior or one’s judgement over what is important to our collective work. These value
statements are intended to be addressed holistically and are not ranked according to
importance (LCN, n.d.b)
The values are listed in non-hierarchical order as: community-based fisheries, fair access,
fair pricing, eating with the ecosystem, traceable and simple supply chain, catch and handle with
honor, community and ecosystem-based management, and honoring the ocean. The values were
created by LCN members through an iterative process that took place in 2016. In this way, the
values represent procedural justice in the sense that they were created by the Local Catch
Network members. The values themselves reflect sustainability-as-justice in multiple ways from
distributive (community-based fisheries, fair access, fair pricing) to recognitive (honoring the
ocean, eating with the ecosystem, catch and handle with honor).
This research project was a first step in operationalizing, or making measurable, the core
values. The aim of this project was to research, adapt, and pilot accountability indicators that
could help ASNs: (1) show they are “walking the talk” to their customers and (2) systematically
evaluate their businesses practices to identify opportunities for improvement. The methods
consisted of a preliminary set of literature reviews of each of the core values, workshops to
refine the results of the literature reviews, a stakeholder survey of LCN members, and an
advisory committee (AC), a group of eight individuals who are directly involved in seafood
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enterprise operations and who were recruited to provide feedback as part of the research based
on a modified Delphi method of consensus building (Figure 2.1). The research methods evolved
in an iterative process, responding to stakeholder feedback along the way in line with PAR. An
initial plan was set out by the researchers in collaboration with funder Sitka Salmon Shares
(SSS), a Community Supported Fishery based in Sitka, Alaska. Early in the research process, a
group of LCN members and two representatives from the Northwest Atlantic Marine Alliance,
an advocacy group representing ASNs, convened following an email thread focused on creating
accountability measures within the community. During this meeting, it became clear that Sitka
Salmon Shares needed to open the project to broader involvement of the LCN, which created the
impetus for the stakeholder survey and AC. SSS was interested in helping create a tool that
would be useful to all LCN members, and thus took a step back in the research process. During
the two years that research was conducted, the researchers met with SSS representatives to give
periodic updates but relied on the survey and AC to ground the results of the literature reviews in
lived experience. One of the AC members was affiliated with SSS, and thus they remained
involved but without special privileges.
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Figure 2.1. Research flow from core values to indicators. The steps in green show the parts of the
process featuring stakeholder engagement.
Literature review and workshops
Unlike discrete variables such as fish size, volume of catch, or number of participants in a
fishery, some concepts cannot be measured directly. To uncover the concepts that make up
broader LCN core values, the literature was mined for related indicators (Cucuzza et al 2021). A
Web of Science Topic Search was conducted using search phrases related to each of the core
values of the LCN (Table 2.1). Only peer-reviewed research articles and review articles were
reviewed. If an article was not relevant or unavailable through the University of Maine, it was
skipped. Concepts that the authors associated with the core value in question were noted in an
Excel file. Review was stopped at saturation (Table 2.1; Figure 2.2), determined when an article
yielded no new concepts, and the four subsequent articles reviewed also yielded no new concepts
(c.f. Farr et al. 2018). This process was an imperfect but methodical attempt at wrestling
concepts that are difficult to define and measure into a set of measurable criteria. Concepts such
as these are called latent constructs and teasing out the related and underpinning ideas is a way to
define them more clearly (Byrne, 1998).
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The results of the literature reviews were discussed by the authors, and the candidate
indicators honed for specificity and relevance to ASNs. The questions in mind were, “How could
this be enacted at the scale of a seafood enterprise?” and “How could this be measured with
minimal primary research?” These questions focused on indicators which seafood enterprises
could measure themselves or through a peer-to-peer process with minimal bureaucracy and
minimal cost. Each of the candidate indicators were written on notecards and individually
organized by P.H. and J.S., removing redundancies, and combining like indicators. The
individual work was combined
Stakeholder survey
The survey consisted of three parts for each of the five categories of candidate indicators
(Appendix A). The first part asked the respondents to indicate whether they viewed each of the
candidate indicators as important to an ideal values-based seafood business, with a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from Not Important to Very Important. The second part asked respondents to rank
the top three candidate indicators for each category. The third part was an invitation to share
additional reflections on the section with a text box response. At the end of the survey were
demographic questions related to the ASN that the respondent was involved with. We recruited
for the survey through the LCN email list and through the monthly newsletter. The initial round
received 31 responses (Table 2.3).
Advisory committee
The idea for this step in the research came out of conversations with LCN members who
advised that it was important for the indicators to be relevant for the people who would be using
them. This conversation shifted the focus of the research away from a tool primarily for SSS and
towards a tool that would be useful for the entire LCN. This approach is more in line with PAR,
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in which affected communities engage in research which culminates in action. A call for
recruitment for participation in the AC went out to the Local Catch Network members. The
criterion for participation was direct involvement in a seafood enterprise. Applicants were
recruited through the LCN email list and the monthly newsletter and invited to fill out an online
application. Ten applications were submitted, and nine members accepted. The applicant who
was not accepted was a researcher and had no direct affiliation with an ASN. Subsequently, one
member was unable to participate due to conflicting commitments. Thus, the AC consisted of
eight members. The goal for the composition of the AC was that members would be
representative of diversity within the LCN. The LCN completed a census in June 2021, which
provided data on geography, gender, race/ethnicity, and multiple other characteristics associated
with members. This data was used as a basis for a series of demographic questions included in
the survey. While the applications were coming in, I reviewed the demographic data and reached
out to additional members to encourage them to apply in order to diversify the participation.
Although this outreach did not result in additional applications, the composition of the AC ended
up reflecting the composition of LCN well.
The AC meetings were based on the Policy Delphi method (de Loe et al 2016). The
Delphi method is a social science method designed to facilitate consensus among experts, with
the rationale that no one expert knows everything about a topic and that different knowledge
bases and experiences can complement each other. The Delphi method is useful for moving
closer to the truth with topics that are difficult to know about. The classic Delphi method
involves a series of interviews and anonymized sharing of results with opportunity to change
answers after viewing other expert’s input. This research employed an adaptation of the classic
method, in which the experts spoke and deliberated directly with each other to reflect the
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relational nature of ASNs but were able to give their final input anonymously. The process
resulted in a set of “final” indicators for evaluating ASNs. The meetings were audio-recorded
and transcribed by Paloma Henriques using the software Otter.ai. The AC met four times and
participated in the stakeholder survey as well as group and individual work.
We dedicated our first meeting to introducing the research project. J.S. was a cofounder
of LCN and has been engaged with members in conversations around similar topics for years,
however the AC members came in with differing levels of familiarity with the topic depending
on how involved in LCN they had been previously. As part of the meeting, we invited Alice
Varon, Executive Director of Certified Naturally Grown, a PGS for farmers in the USA and
Canada, to briefly present on their work to provide an example of how our research could be
applied in practice in the future. Our second meeting was dedicated to reviewing the survey
results and served as an opportunity for the advisory committee to begin to discuss the candidate
indicators, reflect on their salience to ASNs, and flag questions, issues, and/or gaps. As part of
the meeting, the AC members were invited to both shape their own perspectives and listen to
each other, ask questions, and seek to understand differing points of view, based on the Delphi
method of consensus building. After this meeting, members were asked to further review the
indicators, and come prepared to the next meeting with notes. They were also invited to continue
discussions over email, and several members sent reflections to the group.
During the third meeting, the AC continued to discuss the candidate indicators in
preparation for finalizing the indicators. Members reflected on indicators to add, revise, or
remove and requested the opportunity to provide additional feedback and/or input in writing. The
Advisory Committee (AC) members chose to provide final input on the indicators through a
combination of group and individual work. The group work took place over the online
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whiteboard application, Miro. I also met with each of the committee members individually,
talking through using the Miro application, or taking their feedback and inputting it onto the
whiteboard if the member chose not to use the application themselves. Through this process
emerged 31 indicators. In the fourth meeting, we reviewed the final set of indicators (Figure 2.5;
Table 2.4) and discussed possible future directions for the indicators, including self-evaluations
and the formation of a PGS. A vote was taken, with all members present agreeing to move
forward with the indicators.
Results
In the literature review, a total of 221 articles were reviewed, resulting in a preliminary
list of 169 candidate indicators, or working drafts of the accountability indicators intended to
operationalize core values (Table 2.1). Because the candidate indicators for each of the core
values had significant overlap with each other, five new categories emerged with a total of 79
candidate indicators: (1) Organizational Structure, (2) Environmental Impact, (3) Production, (4)
Consumption, and (5) Spiritual Connection (Figure 2.3; Figure 2.4; Table 2.2). Further
refinement through stakeholder consultation in the form of a survey and input from the AC
resulted in 31 indicators, which were then classified as “aspirational targets” with 103
measurable indicators (Table 2.5). The approach was iterative, adapting to stakeholder feedback
along the way. The five categories from the researcher workshops were adapted to four similar
categories, with Spiritual Connection, a contested category, dissolved and the indicators
incorporated and combined with others. The new categories are (1) governance, (2) conservation,
(3) production, (4) and (5) sales.
Following the work of the AC, we created a self-evaluation form formatted in the style of
the B Corp Assessment Template (B Lab, 2022). The accompanying toolkit is a public facing
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document explaining the motivation, methodology and instructions for using the self-assessment
(see Appendix B). To make the indicators more tangible, but also allow for flexibility, we
labelled the indicators as “aspirational targets” and created specific questions designed to
determine the level of involvement with each of these targets. These questions became the
“indicators”, with a total of 103 indicators (Figure 2.6, Table 2.5). Most targets could be met in
multiple ways, and the indicators are by no means an exhaustive list and in some instance may
not be the way that an enterprise would want to approach their efforts. For this reason, spaces for
filling in other ways of meeting the targets were included. In this way, the tool can evolve based
on how enterprises are thinking about reaching the targets
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Core Value

Description

Search terms

Articles
reviewed

Saturation
point

Candidate
Indicators

Literature review and workshops
Table 2.1. Literature review results. Descriptions of the core values are taken from the LCN
website (LCN, n.d.b.). Search terms were used in a Web of Science search, and articles were
reviewed until five articles in a row yielded no new candidate indicators. The saturation point
was calculated by the number of articles reviewed prior to the five “empty” articles.

Catch and
Handle with
Honor

“Strict levels of quality control and
safe handling practices, along the
entire supply chain, to ensure that we
honor the fish, its life, and its role in
our food system. This also means
minimizing waste by using the whole
animal as much as possible, and
educating consumers about how to
make use of and care for the whole
fish.”
“Community-based fisheries enhance
the social, ecological, and cultural
fabric of our coastal communities. At
the heart of community-based
fisheries are community-based
fishermen* who live and work in the
communities where they fish. They
are typically independent, owneroperators*, and are inherently
committed to the long-term health of
the marine ecosystem. Seafood
supply chains and policies should
foster and strengthen communitybased fisheries.”
“Building a better seafood system
requires innovation, creativity, and
thinking outside the box. It also
requires that innovative ideas are not
isolated but rather spread through a
network of diverse stakeholders
working together, aligning around
shared values, and acting. Creativity
and networking fosters knowledge
sharing, collective understanding,
and mentorship needed to build a
better future.”

“((catch OR handle)
AND (*fish* OR seaf
ood) AND honor)”,
“catch and handl* and
seafood and *fish*”
and “(catch and
handl* and (seafood
or *fish*) and (honor
or respect))”

13

9

16

"community based
fish*" OR
"community-based
fish*"

26

22

12

“(creativity OR
collaboration) AND
seafood”, “creativity
AND collaboration
AND *fish*” and
(creativity OR
collaboration) AND
small-scale fisheries”

27

23

20

Community
Based
Fisheries

Creativity and
Collaboration
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Core Value

Description

Search terms

Articles
reviewed

Saturation
point

Candidate
Indicators

Table 2.1 continued.

Eating with
the Ecosystem

“Eating with the ecosystem means
matching our seafood consumption to
the rhythms of nature and place. It
means celebrating and respecting a
region’s marine biodiversity by
harvesting a diversity of seafood and
respecting the unique seasonality of
every species and fishery. It means
appreciating the ocean as a complex
ecological system and engaging and
educating consumers to enable them
to become conscious consumers of
the ocean’s food production
capacity.”
“Fisheries management is key for
maintaining sustainable fish stocks
and livelihoods. Management
should be bottom-up, ecosystembased, and foster collaboration
between fishermen, scientists,
policy makers, and the broader
public. Management should
combat illegal fishing,
consolidation, and privatization.
Management should also address
non-fishing impacts that threaten
the health of our fisheries, such as
climate change, ocean
acidification, and pollution.”
“Community-based fisheries cannot
survive without equitable access* to
the ocean commons. Fisheries access
should be kept affordable, available
to future generations, and connected
to the communities where they are
fished. The ocean and its resources
should be held in public trust and not
privatized*.”

"seafood" AND
“ecosystem”

19

12

13

"Ecosystem Based
Fisheries
Management";
“Ecosystem Based
Fisheries
Management” filtered
for review articles

26

22

30

"fair access"
(excluding the
categories:
Telecommunications,
Engineering Electrical
Electronics, and
Computer Science
Information Systems);
“fair” AND “access”
AND “fish*”

31

13

12

Community
and
Ecosystem
Based
Management

Fair Access
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Description

Search terms

Articles
reviewed

Saturation
point

Candidate
Indicators

Table 2.1 continued.

Fair Pricing

“Paying a fair price to fishermen,
processors, and shore-side businesses
helps support local economies and
increases the quality of life for all
those whose hands touch our fish.
Community-based seafood should be
available and affordable for all
communities, and must be balanced
against the needs and limits of the
ocean as well as fishermen’s ability
to sustain a livelihood with dignity
and joy. Paying a fair price is also
based on a conservation ethic where
fishermen are able to attain higher
value for lower volume of catch,
which places less pressure on the fish
stocks.”
“Seafood connects and incentivizes
the broader public to care for marine
ecosystems. By eating seafood and
knowing who, what, when, and how
a fish was caught, the public is taking
the health of wild fisheries, coastal
communities and the ocean into its
own hands. Not only is the
commitment to healthier marine
ecosystems crucial, but it is also a
moral imperative that ensures future
generations will inherit a clean and
healthy ocean.”

"fair price" excluding
fair pricing in the
stock market; “fair”
AND “price” AND
“*fish*” OR
“seafood” NOT
“Fisher”

38

26

14

“(honor* OR respect
OR care) AND ocean
AND seafood”;
“(honour* OR caring)
AND ocean AND
seafood”

15

11

29

Honoring the
Ocean
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Search terms

Traceable and “Traceable and simple supply chains
Simple Supply promote trust and a more direct
Chain
relationship between fishermen, the
public, consumers, retailers,
wholesalers, managers and chefs.
More direct and simple supply chains
help maximize value to the fishermen
and consumer. Information on who,
how, where, and when a fish was
caught, processed and distributed
should be readily available to
consumers. We encourage all seafood
consumers to try local* first.”

51

“(((*trace* NEAR
27
supply chain) OR
(simple NEAR supply
chain)) AND (*fish*
OR seafood))”

Candidate
Indicators

Description

Saturation
point

Core Value

Articles

Table 2.1 Continued.

22

19

Figure 2.2. Saturation curves depicting the number of new concepts found in the literature
reviewed for each core value. We conducted a literature review to identify candidate indicators
associated with each of the nine core values. To ensure that we identified an adequate range of
indicators, we measured “saturation curves” for each core value where we continued to review
relevant articles until new concepts were not being introduced. The vertical line denotes the point
at which new ideas were not introduced.
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Catch and Handle with Honor
Community Based Fisheries
Creativity and Collaboration

Ecosystem Based Management
Eating with the Ecosystem
Fair Access

Fair Price
Honoring the Ocean
Traceable, Simple Supply Chain

Figure 2.3. Sunburst plot displaying the 79 candidate indicators from the literature review and
workshops. The core values are color-coded, and the candidate indicators are organized by the
new categories of Organization, Environment, Production, Consumption, and Spiritual
Connection. The outer ring contains second-tier candidate indicators (See Table 2.2 for codes)..
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Figure 2.4 Alluvial plot showing the process of turning core values into candidate indicators, part 1. The first column contains the core
values, the second column contains the new categories, and the third column contains the candidate indicators after the literature
review and workshops. The colors correspond to the core values in Figure 2.3.
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Table 2.2. Codes for the alluvial diagram with corresponding candidate indicators.
Category
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization

ID
O1
O2
O2a
O3
O3a
O4
O4a
O5
O5a

Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization

O6
O7
O8
O8a
O8b
O8c
O8d
O9
O10
O11
O11a
O11b
O11c
O12
O12a
O12b
O13
O13a
O14

Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization
Organization

O14a
O14b
O15
O15a
O16
O17
O18
O19
O20
O21
O22
O22a

Candidate Indicator
Has a theory of change
Ideals/issues based rather than profits based
Collective action for sustainable fisheries
Ownership structure encourages distributive equity
Leadership without cronyism or corruption
Community based/geographical proximity
Locally owned
Management is decentralized
Decentralized, participatory democratic decision making within a
nested structure
Systems in place for resolving conflict
Incentive / ability to make safe decisions
Incorporates full range of skills/knowledge bases
Uplifts traditional and indigenous knowledge
Analytical / science
Synthetic / engineering
Symbolic / arts
Adaptive capacity and shared learning pursued
Improvisation / informal and formal contact
Deliberative methods for procedural justice
Distribution of profit is just
Grow bargaining power
Pay ratio lower than 25:1
Earnings sustain the business
Price covers cost of goods
Pay workers a living wage/earn a living income
Welcome at-sea/electronic observer programs
Follow International Observer Bill of Rights and Code of Conduct
Multi-sector integration/networking (industry, government, NGOs,
academia, individuals)
Engage with decision makers in private and government orgs
Engage with social/natural science
Incorporate climate change into decisions
Increasing/high frequency of ecosystem agenda items in meetings
Equal opportunities for all protected classes
Access to safety equipment provided
Access to healthcare provided
Enables/facilitates lifelong learning/training
Graded sanctions for violating rules
Defined and voluntary membership
Internalize costs to environment and society
Carbon credits
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Table 2.2 continued.
Category
ID
Organization O23
Organization O24
Organization O25
Environment E1
Environment E2
Environment E3
Environment E4
Environment E5
Environment E5a
Environment E6
Environment E7
Environment E7a
Environment E7b
Environment E8
Environment E8a
Environment E9
Environment E9a
Environment E10
Environment E11
Environment E12
Environment E13
Environment E14
Environment E14a
Environment E14b
Environment E15
Production
P1
Production
P2
Production
P2a
Production
P2b
Production
P3
Production
Production
Production
Production
Production
Production
Production
Production

P4
P5
P6
P7
P7a
P7b
P7c
P8

Consumption C1
Consumption C2
Consumption C3

Candidate Indicator
Corporate status up to date
Engages in self analysis
Pursue product and process innovation
Reduce ecological footprint
Never exceeds catch limit/quota
Targets diverse catch
Gear does not damage habitat
Enhances marine ecosystem services
Habitat restoration/augmentation
Protects at risk, threatened and endangered species
Limit bycatch/discards
No lost gear ("ghost fishing")
No pre/post catch mortality
Sustainable feed in aquaculture
More vegetable protein and less fish meal/oil
Minimize pollution from boats/ships (i.e., fuel and paint)
Least polluting anti-fouling agents used / disposed of properly
Produces minimal marine debris
Does not introduce/mitigates invasive species
Responsible ship breaking
Complies with State/Federal laws
Minimize eutrophication
Limit emissions/fertilizers
Remove algal blooms
Reduce animal suffering
Product losses minimized through supply chain
Harvests, processes, and distributes in a climate-friendly manner
Fishing/harvesting emissions limited
Short trips on small vessels w/o power
Post landing emissions, materials, chemicals, waste, and wastewater
limited
Processed without chemical additives
Reduced and recyclable packaging
Maximize use of catch / harvest (by-products utilized)
Minimal links in the supply chain
Direct connection b/t processor and consumer
Direct connection b/t harvester and consumer
Direct connection b/t harvester and processor
HACCP certification (or equivalent) and / or state and municipal rules
followed
Principal market locally based
Seafood sold for human consumption
Maximum nutrition for consumers by promoting diversity of seafood
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Table 2.2 continued.
Category
ID
Consumption C4
Consumption C5
Consumption C6
Consumption C6a
Consumption C7
Consumption C8
Consumption C9
Consumption C10
Consumption C11
Consumption C12
Consumption C12a
Consumption C12b

Candidate Indicator
Prevent and monitor for contamination
Seafood is handled to preserve quality
Contributes to food security/sovereignty
Promotes access to nutrition
Products are affordable (i.e., price discrimination)
Customers are offered choices
Customers have fair opportunity to exit the service
Facilitates access to education
Accurate labeling
Supply chain can be mapped out
Info about the supply chain is provided to consumers
Info related to the life cycle and ownership is publicly available
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Stakeholder survey
Table 2.3. Stakeholder survey results.
KEY
1
2
3
4
5
Mean over 2

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
A mean of 2 means that on average, respondents agreed with the indicator. Means <2 trend
toward strong agreement; means >2 trend toward strong disagreement.
Standard Deviation 1 Standard deviation indicates the spread of responses. Higher SD indicates responses were
or more
more spread out.
New Indicator
These indicators came from the survey, the second AC meeting and individual conversations
Mean
Score

Category

ID Candidate Indicator

Organizational
Structure

1 Have a clearly defined Theory of Change
(i.e., a description of how and why a
desired change will be achieved; this could
be anywhere from local to global in scope)
2 Prioritize ideals or issues over profits
3 Ensure all workers have the incentive and
ability to make safe decisions
4 Incorporate a full range of skills and
knowledge bases, including science,
engineering, traditional knowledge and the
arts into their daily operations
5 Support adaptive capacity (the ability to
respond to changes) and shared learning
6 Incorporate opportunities for both formal
(i.e., structured meetings) and informal
contact (i.e., social gatherings)
Incorporate climate change into decision
7 making
8 Provide equal opportunities for all
protected classes of people
9 Internalize costs to environment and
society into operations
10 Regularly engage in self-analysis
11 Pursue product and process innovations
12 Have an ownership structure that
encourages fair distribution of power and
benefits within the business
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Standard Times in Sample
Deviation top 3
size
2.03
0.87
10
31

2.26
1.32

1.18
0.48

9
5

31
31

1.94

1.00

10

31

1.45

0.68

10

31

1.94

0.85

1

31

1.55

0.89

9

31

1.42

0.62

9

31

1.77

0.76

9

31

1.42
1.74
1.86

0.56
0.68
0.83

11
5
10

31
31
31

Table 2.3 continued.
Category

ID Candidate Indicator

Organizational
Structure

13 Be community based
14 Have a management structure that enables
all workers to engage in decision making
15 Have systems in place for resolving
conflict
16 Have structures in place to support
procedural justice (treating all with respect;
listening to all voices; making decisions
with transparency; and establishing trust)
17 Be sustained by earnings
18 Welcome at-sea and electronic observer
programs
19 Regularly engage with industry,
government, NGOs, academia, and other
relevant individuals
20 Provide access to safety equipment and
infrastructure for all workers
21 Provide access to healthcare for all workers
22 Facilitate lifelong learning and training
23 Have defined and voluntary membership
24 Have graded sanctions for violating rules
25 Have a Certificate of Good Standing (if
LLC)
Consider impact to endangered species and
vulnerable ecosystems from fishing zones
Strive to invest in the community and the
environment that surround it
Connect consumers and fishers
Tangibly collaborates with and gives back
to causes in their sector/community
Does not engage in competitive behavior
with other businesses
Have a cap on growth
Have unionized labor or pursue
unionization of labor in regard to
processors, typically the lowest paid and
least powerful workers in our business
ecosystems.
1 Take explicit steps to reduce its ecological
footprint
2 Never exceed catch limit or quota

Environment
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Mean Standard
Score Deviation
1.69
0.71
2.21
0.98

Times in
top 3
16
4

Sample
size
31
29

1.55

0.63

8

29

1.62

0.78

13

29

1.59
2.03

0.68
0.82

11
3

29
29

1.83

0.60

5

29

1.21

0.41

4

29

1.86
1.79
2.38
2.55
2.31

0.92
0.82
0.82
0.83
0.71

6
5
3

29
29
29
29
29

1.38

0.49

19

29

1.55

0.87

10

29

Table 2.3 continued.
Category

ID Candidate Indicator

Environment

3 Target diverse catch
4 Minimize use of gear that damages habitat
5 Work to enhance marine ecosystems
6 Protect at risk, threatened and endangered
species
7 Limit by-catch / discards
8 Use sustainable feed (aquaculture)
9 Minimize pollution from boats / ships (i.e.,
fuel and paint)
10 Produce minimal marine debris
11 Not introduce / mitigate invasive species
12 Conduct responsible ship breaking
13 Comply with State/Federal laws
14 Work to minimize pollution from fertilizers
15 Work to reduce animal suffering
Ensuring variable objective process to
measure and evaluate how purported values
are performing
1 Minimize product losses through the
supply chain
2 Harvest, process, and distribute in a
climate-friendly manner
3 Limit post landing emissions, materials,
chemicals, waste, and wastewater
4 Avoid use of chemical additives in
processing
5 Use reduced and recyclable packaging
6 Maximize the use of catch / harvest (byproducts utilized)
7 Have minimal links in the supply chain
8 Have / follow HACCP certification (or
equivalent) and / or state and municipal
rules
(processors)

Production
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Mean Standard
Score Deviation
2.00
1.00
1.48
0.91
1.57
0.69
1.48
0.57

Times in
top 3
9
9
11
7

Sample
size
29
29
29
29

1.34
1.89
1.28

0.48
1.12
0.45

7
1
4

29
27
29

1.28
1.28
2.00
1.34
1.76
1.86

0.45
0.45
0.90
0.55
1.02
1.03

2
2

1

29
29
28
29
29
29

1.38

0.49

17

29

1.45

0.63

16

29

1.45

0.57

6

29

1.45

0.74

6

29

1.55
1.31

0.78
0.54

4
17

29
29

1.48
1.61

0.69
0.69

15
6

29
28

4

Advisory committee

.
Catch and Handle with Honor
Community Based Fisheries
Creativity and Collaboration

Ecosystem Based Management
Eating with the Ecosystem
Fair Access

Fair Price
Honoring the Ocean
Traceable, Simple Supply Chain

Figure 2.5 Sunburst graph of the 31 aspirational targets after the advisory committee process.
The core values are color-coded, and the aspirational targets are organized by the new categories
of Governance (renamed Organization category), Conservation (renamed Environment
category), Operations: Production, and Operation: Sales (renamed Consumption category).
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Table 2.4. Aspirational targets after the advisory committee process. The ID numbers correspond
to Figure 2.4.
Category
Governance
Governance

ID
G1
G2

Candidate Indicator
Collaborate with communities, stakeholders, and other AFNs
Engage in political advocacy to advance just policy, equitable access to
resources, and environmental sustainability
Governance G3 Build coalitions within broader movements for environmental, food, climate
justice
Governance G4 Acknowledge & reflect on own position within local Indigenous fishing
traditions and history of imperialism/erasure/theft
Governance G5 Have a triple bottom line: be sustained by earnings (including sales, grants,
investment, etc.) while equally prioritizing social and environmental
Governance G6 Ensure justice, equity, and access for workers
Governance G7 Support adaptive capacity (the ability to respond to changes) and shared learning
and training for workers and consumers
Governance G8 Comply with all applicable laws and regulations
Governance G9 Engage in honest, yearly self-analysis using an objective measurement process.
Governance G10 Be sovereign and reciprocal: be led by people from the communities being
served, or engage with the communities served on their own term
Governance G11 Be small scale
Conservation C1 Coordinate efforts to reduce ecological footprint
Conservation C2 Work to enhance marine ecosystems
Conservation C3 Minimize by-catch and discards
Conservation C4 Does not use gear that damages habitat
Conservation C5 Use sustainable feed and bait
Conservation C6 Minimize pollution and dispose of all waste properly during harvest and
production
Conservation C7 Support animal welfare
Conservation C8 Welcome at-sea and electronic observer programs
Conservation C9 Target abundant and well-managed species
Production
P1
Maximize the use of harvest
Production
P2
Harvest, process, and distribute in a climate-friendly manner
Production
P3
Produce wholesome, unadulterated products
Production
P4
Use reduced and recycled/recyclable packaging
Production
P5
Have a supply chain that is equitable, and community supported with every link
providing a clear value and service to the harvester and community
Production
P6
Conduct anonymous satisfaction surveys with all workers
Sales
S1
Have principal markets that are locally or regionally based
Sales
S2
Contribute to food sovereignty/security and access
Sales
S3
Clear, explicit social contract with what all parties agree to contribute and how
and when all parties exit from that, including clearly stating the limits of the
ASN
Sales
S4
Have accurate and transparent labeling, clearly describing the supply chain from
boat to consumer
Sales
S5
Sell primarily for direct human consumption
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Figure 2.6. Alluvial plot showing the process of turning the core values into indicators, part 2. The first column contains the core
values, the second column contains the new categories created by the AC, the third column contains the aspirational targets created
after the stakeholder survey and AC process, and the fourth column contains the indicators. The colors correspond to the core values
in Figures 2.2 and 2.5.
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Table 2.5. Final aspirational targets and indicators. The indicator ID numbers correspond to
Figure 2.5.
Aspirational Target

ID

Indicator

Engage in political
1
advocacy to advance just
policy, equitable access 2
to resources, and
environmental
3
sustainability
4

Does my enterprise have a clearly defined Theory of
Change?
Does my enterprise participate in the fisheries management
process?
Does my enterprise participate in justice and equity
advocacy?
Does my enterprise participate in environmental advocacy?

Build coalitions within
broader movements for
environmental, food,
climate justice

Does my enterprise collaborate with climate justice
organizations to mitigate and adapt to climate change and
facilitate a just transition to renewable energy?
Does my enterprise promote land use practices that minimize
pollution and runoff (e.g., Salmon Safe/Biodynamic,
Certified Naturally Grown/Organic)?
Does my enterprise collaborate with other groups working on
issues related to socioeconomic or environmental justice?
Does my enterprise pay a living wage? (See M.I.T. Living
Wage Calculator)
Does my enterprise internalize costs to the environment and
society into operating costs (i.e., paying for carbon credits)?
Do my earnings sustain the business (including sales, grants,
investments, etc.)?
Does the price of my product cover the costs of production?

5

6

7
Have a triple bottom
line: be sustained by
earnings (including
sales, grants, investment,
etc.) while equally
prioritizing social and
environmental impacts

8

Ensure justice, equity,
and access for workers

12

Does my enterprise have hiring mechanisms in place to
prevent employer racial, gender and other biases?

13

Does my enterprise evaluate pay equity along gender, racial
or other categories?

14

Does my enterprise have an equitable pay ratio (ratio of the
highest paid individual to the lowest paid individual)? Low =
>7:1

15

Does my enterprise actively recruit underrepresented groups?

16

Does my enterprise provide accessibility accommodations to
disabled workers?
Does my enterprise provide all necessary safety equipment?

9
10
11

17
18
19

Do workers have incentive and opportunity to intervene
when they have safety concerns?
Does my enterprise provide health insurance?
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Table 2.5 continued.
Aspirational Target
Ensure justice, equity,
and access for workers
(continued)

ID

Indicator

20

Does my enterprise have democratic decision-making
mechanisms in which all individuals are encouraged to
participate?
Does my enterprise have systems in place for resolving
conflict?
Does my enterprise conduct routine and anonymous
satisfaction surveys of all workers?
Does my enterprise have or work with a majority of small
vessels? High=no vessel or <12 meters/39 feet; Medium = 12
meters/39 feet -- 24 meters/79 feet; Low = >24 meters/79
feet
Does my enterprise have or work with vessels with small
numbers of crewmembers? High = Individual/family
member; Medium = 2 crew; Low = >2 crew
Does my enterprise support self-employment and sovereignty
in vessel ownership structure? High = Harvester/family
owned; Medium = Leased; Low = Corporate ownership
Does my enterprise support shore-based or coastal harvesting
practices? High = <100 meters/109 yards; Medium = 100
meters/109 yards--20 km; Low = >20 km
Does my enterprise support short trips at sea? High = <24
hours; Medium = 1--4 days; Low = >4 days
Do the gross annual earnings of my enterprise qualify it as a
small business? For aquaculture: Low= >$1 million For
shellfish fishing: Low=>$6 million For finfish fishing:
Low=>22 million For other marine fisheries: Low =>$8
million, seafood product preparation & packaging Low =>
750 employees
Is the ownership structure of my enterprise representative of
the community I serve? High = harvester or locally owned;
Medium = other community ownership; Low = corporate
ownership from outside community
Does my enterprise have mechanisms in place for engaging
with stakeholder communities outside of normal business
operations?
If my enterprise is not indigenous owned, do we pay real
rent/land tax to support indigenous communities on whose
traditional lands we operate?
If my enterprise is not indigenous owned, do we build
relationships with local indigenous communities and support
fishing and non-fishing related efforts in these communities?
Does my enterprise support indigenous access to traditional
fishing grounds?

21
22
Be and/or support small
scale and independently
owned operations

23

24

25

26

27
28

Be sovereign and
reciprocal: be led by
people from the
communities being
served, or engage with
the communities served
on their own terms
Acknowledge & reflect
on own position within
local Indigenous fishing
traditions and history of
imperialism/erasure/theft

29

30

31

32

33
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Table 2.5 continued.
Aspirational Target
Acknowledge & reflect
on own position within
local Indigenous fishing
traditions and history of
imperialism/erasure/theft
(continued)
Support the ability to
adapt to changes and
shared learning and
training for workers and
consumers

ID

Indicator

34

Does my enterprise support regulations that uphold
indigenous fishing rights?
Does my enterprise actively engage in learning about
indigenous fishing rights and access in different contexts?

35

36
37
38
39
40

Welcome at-sea and
electronic observer
programs
Collaborate with
communities,
stakeholders, and other
AFNs

41

42

43
44
45

Comply with all
applicable laws and
regulations

46
47
48

Engage in honest, yearly
self-analysis using an
objective measurement
process

49
50
51

Coordinate efforts to
reduce ecological
footprint

52
53

Does my enterprise have a flexible structure for responding
to changes?
Does my enterprise provide training to workers at all levels?
Does my enterprise support workers in further training and
education from other institutions?
Are innovation and improvisation part of the culture of my
enterprise?
Does my enterprise provide educational information to
consumers?
Does my enterprise follow the International Observer Bill of
Rights and Code of Conduct?
Is my enterprise engaged in a democratically controlled port
association or other affiliations of seafood enterprises besides
LCN?
Is my enterprise engaged with NGOs, policy makers or
researchers?
Is my enterprise engaged with other community members or
stakeholders?
Does my enterprise support other ASNs through mentorship,
technical assistance, and other ways?
Is my enterprise free of any present or past quota violations?
Is my enterprise authorized to do business in the state or
province it is based in?
Is my enterprise or the enterprises that I work with HACCP
certified?
Would my enterprise engage in an annual self- or peerreview if offered through LCN?
Does my enterprise use the online B Corps Assessment tool
annually or hold B Corps certification?
Does my enterprise hold any other certifications or engage in
other assessments on a regular basis?
Does my enterprise engage with other entities to minimize
environmental impact?
Does my enterprise engage in practices to reduce
environmental impact?
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Table 2.5 continued
Aspirational Target
Target abundant and
well-managed species
Use gear that protects
habitat

ID

Indicator

54

Does my enterprise target abundant and well-managed
species?
Does my enterprise have an enforced policy against using
bottom trawls or working with vessels that use bottom
trawls?
Does my enterprise regularly review gear used and its effects
on the environment?
Does my enterprise promote and work to establish marine
protected areas?
Does my enterprise participate in habitat restoration projects?

55

56
Work to enhance marine
ecosystems

57
58
59
60

Minimize by-catch and
discards

61
62
63
64

Use sustainable feed and
bait

65
66

Minimize pollution and
dispose of all waste
properly during harvest
and production

67
68
69

Support animal welfare

70

71
Harvest, process, and
distribute in a climatefriendly manner

72

73

Does my enterprise ensure that the practices on board vessels
do not introduce invasive species?
Does my enterprise target invasive species?
Does my enterprise have enforced policies around
minimizing by-catch and discards?
Are the amounts of by-catch and discards recorded
accurately and routinely assessed?
Are the amounts of by-catch and discards lessening over time
or at zero?
Does my enterprise or the vessels I work with take steps to
minimize gear loss and to recover lost gear?
Does my enterprise use or work with enterprises that use
plant-based feed or bait?
Does my enterprise use or work with enterprises that use Fair
Trade or locally sourced feed or bait?
Does my enterprise have a plan to ensure paint and other
toxics do not enter the marine environment?
Does my enterprise have policies to ensure other waste is not
discharged into the environment?
Does my enterprise have policies in place to ensure
responsible ship breaking (recycling)?
Does my enterprise have policies in place to ensure no live
bait is used during harvesting or used by harvesters we work
with?
Does my enterprise have policies in place to ensure rapid
stunning and bleeding of harvested animals?
Does my enterprise prevent emissions, chemicals, and waste
from entering the environment at all stages of harvest,
production, and distribution?
If my vessel/s or the vessel/s I work with run on fossil fuels,
does my enterprise have plans to transition to another source
of power?
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Table 2.5 continued.
Aspirational Target
Harvest, process, and
distribute in a climatefriendly manner

ID

Indicator

74

If my product is transported via fossil fuel power, does my
enterprise have plans for alternative transportation?
If my processing plant or the processors I work with use
fossil fuels to power their facilities, does my enterprise have
plans to find alternative power sources?
When decisions are made at my enterprise, how often is
climate change taken into consideration? High = always;
Medium = sometimes; Low = never
Does my enterprise routinely monitor for contamination?

75

76

Produce wholesome,
unadulterated products

77
78
79

Use reduced and
recycled/recyclable
packaging

80

Maximize the use of
harvest

82

Have a supply chain that
is equitable, and
community supported
with every link
providing a clear value
and service to the
harvester and
community
Connect consumers and
harvesters directly and
maintain relationships
over time
Have principal markets
that are locally or
regionally based

84

Sell primarily for direct
human consumption
Contribute to food
sovereignty/security and
access

91

81

83

85
86

87

Does my enterprise routinely engage in other practices to
ensure quality of the product?
Does my enterprise use minimal chemical additives?
Does my enterprise minimize the packaging used for my
products?
Does my enterprise use sustainable or recyclable non-plastic
packaging?
Does my enterprise maximize the use of by-products?
Does my enterprise minimize product loss throughout the
supply chain?
Does my enterprise own the means of processing or contract
only with processors who share my values?
If I am a harvester, do I get paid directly, or if not, does my
enterprise pay harvesters directly?
Does every link in my supply chain provide a clear value and
service to harvesters and communities?

88

Does my enterprise engage in fish-to- schools or fish to other
institutions programs?
Does my enterprise engage in dockside or famers markets?

89

Does my enterprise engage in word-of-mouth marketing?

90

Does my enterprise have policies in place to prevent
expansion into areas where there are already local
alternatives?
Does my enterprise sell products primarily for direct human
consumption?
Does my enterprise use price discrimination, such as tiered or
sliding scale pricing, to facilitate more equitable access to
seafood?
Does my enterprise increase food security/equity in the
communities that consume our product?

92

93
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Table 2.5 continued.
Aspirational Target
Contribute to food
sovereignty/security and
access (continued)
Clear, explicit social
contract with what all
parties agree to
contribute and how and
when all parties exit
from that, including
clearly stating the limits
of the ASN
Have accurate and
transparent labeling,
clearly describing the
supply chain from boat
to consumer

ID

Indicator

94

Does my enterprise accept different payment types?

95

Does my enterprise market in local languages?

96

Does my enterprise build long-term relationships and
partnerships with consumers?
97 Does my enterprise prioritize sustainable sourcing over
fulfilling all customer requests?
98 Does my enterprise have a transparent contract between the
enterprise and consumers detailing what each party agrees to
contribute and how and when they may exit from the
agreement?
99 Would I recommend my enterprise to my family members or
friends?
100 Does my enterprise answer all questions from consumers?
101 Does my labelling keep seafood connected to the
harvester/boat?
102 Does my labelling accurately list the species, location of
harvest, and gear type used?
103 Does my labelling accurately describe all steps in the supply
chain?
Discussion

The purpose of this research was to co-development of a set of preliminary accountability
indicators designed to help alternative seafood networks self-evaluate their practices relative to a
set of self-determined values related to sustainability-as-justice. The project was motivated both
by the problematic nature of many existing third-party sustainability certifications as well as the
drive for accountability and differentiation amongst ASNs seeking to transform the seafood
system. During the AC process, several points of strong agreement and strong disagreement
emerged, as well as questions and reflections on the process and future use of the results. Several
members considered some of the candidate indicators outside of their control at the level of an
individual enterprise, and thus felt that they shouldn’t be judged against it, even if they agreed
with it. This sentiment led to a discussion of the purpose of the self-evaluation and the idea of
aspirational targets emerged to frame the intention of the evaluation in order to preserve aspects
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that members would like to see enacted in an ideal seafood system but don’t feel they can control
in the present system. These ideas also concretized around the initial indicators that are focused
on coalition building and organizing between ASNs and other entities, with the idea that if one
ASN can’t affect a change on their own, especially a concern for smaller enterprises, they can
join forces with others to build the necessary power. One member expressed, “the concept of
like, we could do this one [indicator]. And that one's like extra credit, because maybe it would be
possible but difficult, or maybe it's in the future”. This aspirational nature reflects the idea of
continual improvement in sustainability. Remembering that sustainability describes both interand intra-generational justice makes the need to aspire important in order to continue adapting to
future scenarios.
A few points of contention surfaced, particularly around the topics of middlemen and
animal welfare. Some AC members were strictly against involving middlemen, or supply chain
actors linking producers and consumers, and felt that the only purpose of middlemen should be
to teach fishermen how to do their jobs and then to step aside to allow for direct-to-consumer
marketing. One member expressed concerns that ASNs would lose their way, “It is important to
determine the goal of the business. Is it for the business to show profit or to help the community
– not just individuals? Most direct marketers start off with great ideals and slowly cut corners till
they become the middleman they set out to replace.” Other members already held the role of
middlemen as part of their business model and felt that there could be an important role for
middlemen in liaising between the fishermen and community and increasing equitable access to
seafood. There was agreement, however, around paying fishermen directly, with one member
summing up, “This is important to us to have control over how fishers are paid/ what percent of
the $s that members pay goes to harvesters”. Members felt that having that control would enable
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them to ensure equitable pay. The fear of straying from values highlights the importance of the
creation of accountability indicators, as well as the importance of profit seeking as a potential
way that values would be lost. Emphasizing the alternative economic pillar of ASNs, conducting
regular evaluations, and ensuring participatory decision making will help mitigate these dangers.
A conversation around animal welfare came up at the very last meeting, as well as during
final email communications. Some members felt that minimizing animal suffering was too
ambiguous and wanted more specific ways to enact the idea, others felt that animal welfare
measures were synonymous with producing a quality product and that the same measures that
would reduce suffering for marine organisms would also produce a higher quality food product.
One member shared, “[W]hen I first… began to prepare to engage directly with customers, I
prepared myself for having to talk about death. And because that's what, that's what we're doing,
we're killing… but I think there's also a correlation between fish quality and… minimizing
suffering”. Others had had negative experiences with animal welfare organizations and felt that
any mention of animal welfare would be catering to those groups who had caused harm to their
fishery. They explained, “Animal rights people… harass the customers, get into shouting
matches with the vendors, then call the police” They explained that they took seafood from the
dock and dumped it back in the ocean. “Taking their abuse is very difficult for our proud
fishermen… I’m not in favor of appeasing them”. Ultimately, the aspirational target of animal
welfare was kept in the self-evaluation, recognizing that it may not be a priority for all ASNs but
that it is an essential aspect of human-nature justice.
Overall, the research yielded positive results for the community, though there were
aspects that could be improved in future studies. Stakeholder participation was robust, with 31
survey respondents and 8 AC members. Furthermore, the AC members were deeply engaged in
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the process, and all contributed thoughtful input that shaped the self-evaluation based on their
lived experiences. The self-evaluation is an immediately usable tool, that can also be expanded
upon and could be turned into a peer-review tool for a future PGS if desired. For instance, new
indicators using a similar, but streamlined, process could be developed to correspond to the new
core value, Equitable Seafood Systems. Many indicators already address equity in seafood
systems, but a further investigation specifically around this value could reveal additional
considerations related to distributional justice. Additionally of value was the relationship begun
between LCN and CNG, laying the groundwork for future collaborations.
For future studies, building on existing certifications more could improve results. I drew
upon PGS, WDSR, the B Corp Assessment, and Fair Trade USA’s CFS (B Lab, 2018; Fair Trade
USA 2021). However, additional research into the creation of assessments and certifications
could yield more ideas for methodology. An analysis of the indicators used by popular
certifications compared with the indicators in this project would be informative in understanding
to what extent we have created a unique framework, what we have added to the conversation
around seafood system sustainability, and what parts are overlapping and could be fulfilled by
other certifications. This would enable ASNs using the self-evaluation along with other
certifications to cut down on time spent reporting. For example, if a fishery is MSC certified,
they can skip the Fair Trade environmental indicators and focus on the social aspects. Part of the
intention in using PAR was to create a different type of certification, one that was more closely
aligned with WDSR or PGS, and the iterative process of adapting methodology to stakeholder
suggestions was in line with the desire to produce stakeholder driven, participatory research.
Another issue arose in the overlap between the candidate indicators coming out of the
different values. After the literature reviews, there were many redundant candidate indicators due
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to the similarity between the values. To address this issue, we recategorized the candidate
indicators during their workshops, creating new categories and discarding the redundant
indicators. This led to a decoupling of the values from the candidate indicators displayed in the
survey and discussed in the AC, and the focus shifted from defining each of the values to
defining the suite of values. Though the values are still attached to each of the aspirational
targets and final indicators, results may have been different if the stakeholder focus had been on
defining each of the values separately. Additionally, the creation of the indicators may lead LCN
to redefine their values as the indicators themselves become actors in LCN governance,
performing sustainability in an iterative and ongoing process.
Though the AC represented the composition of LCN well, there were some important
perspectives missing. Notably, there were no black or indigenous-owned enterprises represented
on the AC. Additionally, veteran-owned businesses, another category that LCN tracks, were not
represented. Indigenous fisheries have a long history of marginalization, and many are currently
fighting for access and equity, thus perspectives from these communities would be an important
addition to achieve better distributional, procedural, and recognitive justice in PAR, especially
considering the new core value of Equitable Seafood Systems (Carothers 2011). Additional
lacking perspectives include those of natural scientists, consumers, processors, and deckhands.
Dedicated environmental activists could provide additional perspective, although I identify as
such and have a history of advocacy work. Many of the ASNs affiliated with LCN could also be
seen as activist-enterprises due to their values-based approach and efforts to reform the industry
from within. Natural science articles were consulted during the literature reviews and contributed
to the final indicators, though a dedicated perspective could be useful in honing criteria for
conservation. Though some enterprises represented in the AC owned their own processing
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plants, processing workers and deckhands, individuals who did not own their own company or
work in management or executive roles, were absent. From a procedural and distributive justice
perspective, inclusion of these voices would strengthen the effectiveness of the evaluation and
thoroughness of PAR through procedural and distributive justice.
Consumer perspectives were important to AC members to include as a next step in the
research. One member advocated for a consumer focus group to assess the evaluation, as a
condition to their vote to move forward with the indicators. They explained that it was crucial to
“present what we have to date to [a] focus group of consumers to see if it's relevant to them.”
This makes sense not only considering sustainability certifications’ role as marketing
mechanisms, but also in the relational aspect of the work of ASNs. Building trust between
consumers, harvesters, and the other actors in the supply chain is an important part of being a
community based, local or regional enterprise that works to disrupt the opaque, globally traded,
industrial, extractive model of the conventional seafood system. Beyond refining the indicators
further based on consumer concerns, additional work would be needed to create a peer-review
system on which a PGS is based. For instance, a rotational system for assigning peer-review
partnerships, like the algorithm employed by CNG, would have to be created in order to pair
relevant fisheries and avoid review pairs being repeated too often.
Once the evaluation has been put into practice, another important step is to determine
whether enterprises improve their practices through using it. Considering sustainability
certifications are often critiqued for being ineffective in achieving their goals, the creation of a
new alternative to certification would need to demonstrate that there is a difference between
enterprises that use the evaluation tool and those that don’t, or that there is a difference before
and after enterprises engage with the tool. The effectiveness could be assessed based
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environmental, social, and economic sustainability and could include quantitative and qualitative
data. Furthermore, based on the results, the evaluation could be adapted or revised to better meet
its goals. The AC members viewed the current research as a starting point, to be built off and to
evolve with use. One member advocated for continued stakeholder participation in shaping the
tool: “I think beta testing it, you know, within the community is also some way to help get the
community to say what would be applicable metrics for each of these indicators, you know, so
kind of a crowdsourcing of that.” Another summed up, “I think that any good tool you're
constantly iterating and, and evaluating and trying to break it, and not having our egos tied up in
the fact that we got it right.” With healthy procedural justice in place, the self-evaluation will
continue to evolve based on the shared learning of the LCN members.
Conclusion
Reflecting on my theoretical perspective and the goals of PAR, I ask, In what ways did
this research serve an emancipatory function and in what ways did it uphold the status quo? First,
though the research involved stakeholders throughout the process, the AC was not representative
of all ASN stakeholders. The AC was made up of enterprise owners and managers. We lacked
representation from deckhands, processors, and other workers. We also lacked consumer
representation; a point brought up by one of the AC members who made the case for a consumer
focus group as the next step. Secondly, there arose a tension between reaching for an ideal and
being realistic about what an ASN could really control and achieve. This tension highlighted the
differences between single family operations and bigger enterprises. Lastly, we created a selfevaluation rather than a certification. This could have benefits in not reproducing some of the
problems with certification but could also be viewed as less reliable or stringent by consumers. A
self-evaluation doesn’t promote relationality and cooperation but could be the first step in an
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alternative to certification based on these values that are important to ASNs. One important
feature of PAR is that it creates an output useful for stakeholders, the action part of PAR. How
widely adopted the self-evaluation is will also reflect on the success of the project. The indicators
have already been used by LCN in revising the application for their Scale Your Local Catch
program, a small seafood enterprise incubator course that teaches business and marketing skills
to selected members. In this way, the indicators are already shaping the future of ASNs in North
America.
The creation of a self-evaluation tool that lays the groundwork for a seafood PGS could
be a positive step in increasing sustainability-as-justice in seafood systems but continuing to rely
on voluntary measures is problematic in that it allows ‘sustainable’ seafood to coexist alongside
destructive practices. By incorporating indicators both related to individual business practices
and levels of collaboration in advocacy, this research sets up a system for future analysis of the
capability of alternative seafood networks to both self-transform as well as to create change in
the wider seafood system. To achieve transformation throughout the industry, international,
national, and local laws need to be changed or strengthened to create more lasting and
enforceable changes to global marine governance. Additionally, funding streams need to be
analyzed, and like the banning of harmful fisheries subsidies (Jacquet et al. 2009), subsidies
directed to multinational seafood corporations that promote destructive, industrial practices need
to be redirected to support ASNs. Subsidies can be used for urgently needed changes like
decarbonizing fishing fleets, and supporting fishing communities in getting basic needs, like
healthcare and retirement funds, that ease financial pressure from fishermen and allow them to
exercise judicious decisions regarding resource use. We also need to be open to the possibility
that in some circumstances the cessation of harvesting some species may be the most sustainable
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action, and communities, governments and enterprises need to come together to support the
resource users by facilitating a just transition.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Survey instrument for local catch network members

Local Catch Network Core Value Indicator
Survey
Start of Block: Consent Form
Welcome!
Over the past several years, there have been a number of thoughtful conversations within the
Local Catch Network about how seafood businesses can evaluate their relationship to the
Network's core values.
Informed by these ongoing discussions, Paloma Henriques, a graduate student on my research
team, is leading a new project to identify measurable indicators associated with the core values.
This research project is being funded by Sitka Salmon Shares and the Robert and Patricia
Switzer Foundation with support from a nine-member Advisory Committee made up of Local
Catch Network members who are directly involved in the seafood sector.
To help shape this research, we invite you to take 30 minutes to complete this survey.
To review the informed consent for this research and to learn more about this project please click
here.

Do you consent to participating in this survey?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If Do you consent to participating in this survey? ! = Yes

End of Block: Consent Form
Start of Block: Context

91

The purpose of this research is to develop a set of indicators that seafood businesses can use to
evaluate their relationship to the Local Catch Network’s core values. In taking this survey, you
will be asked to evaluate your agreement and/or disagreement with a set of indicators that our
research team identified through a review of the scientific literature. In total, we analyzed 221
articles that included 77 indicators that are relevant to the core values. To structure this survey,
we have organized the questions into five emergent themes related to: (1) Organizational
Structure; (2) Environmental Practices; (3) Production; (4) Consumption; and (5) Spiritual
Connection.

Your task is to:
1) Provide input on the relevance of the indicators to an idealized seafood business that
aligns with the network's core values.
2) Identify additional indicators that are important.

We are not asking you to evaluate your own business, rather, to think about what criteria should
be taken into consideration by an idealized seafood business that aligns with the network's core
values.

End of Block: Context
Start of Block: Organizational Structure
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Organizational Structure (1 of 2)
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements as they relate to the
organizational structure of seafood businesses.
In my opinion, a seafood business that is values-based should:
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Strongly
Agree (1)

Agree (5)

Neutral (6)

Disagree (8)

Strongly
Disagree (9)

Have a
clearly
defined
Theory of
Change (i.e.,
a description
of how and
why a desired
change will
be achieved;
this could be
anywhere
from local to
global in
scope) (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Prioritize
ideals or
issues over
profits (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Ensure all
workers have
the incentive
and ability to
make safe
decisions (21)

o

o

o

o

o

Incorporate a
full range of
skills and
knowledge
bases,
including
science,
engineering,
traditional
knowledge
and the arts
into their
daily
operations
(20)

o

o

o

o

o
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Support
adaptive
capacity (the
ability to
respond to
changes) and
shared
learning (15)

o

o

o

o

o

Incorporate
opportunities
for both
formal (i.e.,
structured
meetings) and
informal
contact (i.e.,
social
gatherings)
(14)

o

o

o

o

o

Incorporate
climate
change into
decision
making (29)

o

o

o

o

o

Provide equal
opportunities
for all
protected
classes of
people (27)

o

o

o

o

o

Internalize
costs to
environment
and society
into
operations
(36)

o

o

o

o

o

Regularly
engage in
self-analysis
(43)

o

o

o

o

o

95

Pursue
product and
process
innovations
(44)

o

o

o

o

o

Other: (45)

o

o

o

o

o

Please identify the three most important indicators related to Organizational Structure. (Drag
your top three answers into the box on the right).
Most Important
______ Have a clearly defined Theory of Change (i.e., a description of how and why a desired
change will be achieved; this could be anywhere from local to global in scope) (1)
______ Prioritize ideals or issues over profits (2)
______ Ensure all workers have the incentive and ability to make safe decisions (7)
______ Incorporate a full range of skills and knowledge bases, including science, engineering,
traditional knowledge and the arts into their daily operations (8)
______ Support adaptive capacity (the ability to respond to changes) and shared learning (9)
______ Incorporate opportunities for both formal (i.e., structured meetings) and informal
contact (i.e., social gatherings) (10)
______ Incorporate climate change into decision making (15)
______ Provide equal opportunities for all protected classes of people (16)
______ Internalize costs to environment and society into operations (22)
______ Regularly engage in self-analysis (24)
______ Pursue product and process innovations (25)
______ Other: (27)

Please use this space for any comments on the above indicators:
________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________

Page Break
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Organizational Structure (2 of 2)
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements as they relate to the
organizational structure of seafood businesses.
In my opinion, a seafood business that is values-based should:
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Strongly
Agree (1)

Agree (2)

Neutral (3)

Disagree (4)

Strongly
Disagree (5)

Have an
ownership
structure that
encourages
fair
distribution
of power and
benefits
within the
business (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Be
community
based (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Have a
management
structure that
enables all
workers to
engage in
decision
making (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Have systems
in place for
resolving
conflict (4)

o

o

o

o

o
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Have
structures in
place to
support
procedural
justice
(treating all
with respect;
listening to
all voices;
making
decisions
with
transparency;
and
establishing
trust) (5)

o

o

o

o

o

Be sustained
by earnings
(6)

o

o

o

o

o

Welcome atsea and
electronic
observer
programs (7)

o

o

o

o

o

Regularly
engage with
industry,
government,
NGOs,
academia,
and other
relevant
individuals
(8)

o

o

o

o

o

Provide
access to
safety
equipment
and
infrastructure
for all
workers (9)

o

o

o

o

o
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Provide
access to
healthcare for
all workers
(10)

o

o

o

o

o

Facilitate
lifelong
learning and
training (11)

o

o

o

o

o

Have defined
and voluntary
membership
(12)

o

o

o

o

o

Have graded
sanctions for
violating
rules (13)

o

o

o

o

o

Have a
Certificate of
Good
Standing (if
LLC) (14)

o

o

o

o

o

Other: (15)

o

o

o

o

o

Please identify the three most important indicators related to Organizational Structure. (Drag
your top three answers into the box on the right).
Most Important
______ Have an ownership structure that encourages fair distribution of power and benefits
within the business (1)
______ Be community based (2)
______ Have a management structure that enables all workers to engage in decision making
(3)
______ Have systems in place for resolving conflict (4)
______ Have structures in place to support procedural justice (treating all with respect;
listening to all voices; making decisions with transparency; and establishing trust) (5)
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______ Be sustained by earnings (6)
______ Welcome at-sea and electronic observer programs (7)
______ Regularly engage with industry, government, NGOs, academia, and other relevant
individuals (8)
______ Provide access to safety equipment and infrastructure for all workers (9)
______ Provide access to healthcare for all workers (10)
______ Facilitate lifelong learning and training (11)
______ Have defined and voluntary membership (12)
______ Have graded sanctions for violating rules (13)
______ Have a Certificate of Good Standing (if LLC) (14)

Please use this space for any comments on the above indicators:
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Organizational Structure
Start of Block: Environmental Practices
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Environmental Practices (1 of 1)
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements as they relate to the
environmental impact of seafood businesses.
In my opinion, a seafood business that is values-based should:
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Strongly
Agree (1)

Agree (3)

Neutral (4)

Disagree (6)

Strongly
Disagree (7)

Take explicit
steps to
reduce its
ecological
footprint (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Never exceed
catch limit or
quota (24)

o

o

o

o

o

Target
diverse catch
(25)

o

o

o

o

o

Minimize use
of gear that
damages
habitat (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Work to
enhance
marine
ecosystems
(5)

o

o

o

o

o

Protect at
risk,
threatened
and
endangered
species (6)

o

o

o

o

o

Limit bycatch /
discards (8)

o

o

o

o

o

Use
sustainable
feed
(aquaculture)
(11)

o

o

o

o

o
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Minimize
pollution
from boats /
ships (i.e.,
fuel and
paint) (9)

o

o

o

o

o

Produce
minimal
marine debris
(15)

o

o

o

o

o

Not introduce
/ mitigate
invasive
species (19)

o

o

o

o

o

Conduct
responsible
ship breaking
(18)

o

o

o

o

o

Comply with
State/Federal
laws (17)

o

o

o

o

o

Work to
minimize
pollution
from
fertilizers
(16)

o

o

o

o

o

Work to
reduce animal
suffering (22)

o

o

o

o

o

Other: (23)

o

o

o

o

o

Please identify the three most important indicators related to Environmental Practices. (Drag
your top three answers into the box on the right).
Most Important
______ Take explicit steps to reduce its ecological footprint (1)
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______ Never exceed catch limit or quota (2)
______ Target diverse catch (3)
______ Minimize use of gear that damages habitat (4)
______ Work to enhance marine ecosystems (5)
______ Protect at risk, threatened and endangered species (7)
______ Limit by-catch / discards (8)
______ Use sustainable feed (aquaculture) (9)
______ Minimize pollution from boats / ships (i.e., fuel and paint) (10)
______ Produce minimal marine debris (11)
______ Not introduce / mitigate invasive species (12)
______ Conduct responsible ship breaking (13)
______ Comply with State/Federal laws (14)
______ Work to minimize pollution from fertilizers (15)
______ Work to reduce animal suffering (16)
______ Other: (17)

Please use this space for any comments on the above indicators:
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Environmental Practices
Start of Block: Production
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Production (1 of 1)
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements as they relate to seafood
production/processing activities of seafood businesses.
In my opinion, a seafood business that is values-based should:
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Strongly
Agree (1)

Agree (3)

Neutral (4)

Disagree (6)

Strongly
Disagree (7)

Minimize
product
losses
through the
supply chain
(1)

o

o

o

o

o

Harvest,
process, and
distribute in a
climatefriendly
manner (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Limit post
landing
emissions,
materials,
chemicals,
waste, and
wastewater
(5)

o

o

o

o

o

Avoid use of
chemical
additives in
processing
(6)

o

o

o

o

o

Use reduced
and
recyclable
packaging (7)

o

o

o

o

o

Maximize the
use of catch /
harvest (byproducts
utilized) (8)

o

o

o

o

o

Have
minimal links
in the supply
chain (9)

o

o

o

o

o
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Have / follow
HACCP
certification
(or
equivalent)
and / or state
and
municipal
rules
(processors)
(13)

o

o

o

o

o

Other: (14)

o

o

o

o

o

Please identify the three most important indicators related to Production. (Drag your top three
answers into the box on the right).
Most Important
______ Minimize product losses through the supply chain (1)
______ Harvest, process, and distribute in a climate-friendly manner (2)
______ Limit post landing emissions, materials, chemicals, waste, and wastewater (3)
______ Avoid use of chemical additives in processing (4)
______ Use reduced and recyclable packaging (5)
______ Maximize the use of catch / harvest (by-products utilized) (6)
______ Have minimal links in the supply chain (7)
______ Have / follow HACCP certification (or equivalent) and / or state and municipal rules
(processors) (8)
______ Other: (9)

Please use this space for any comments on the above indicators:
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Production
Start of Block: Consumption
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Consumption (1 of 1)
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements as they relate to
consumers’ engagement with seafood businesses.
In my opinion, a seafood business that is values-based should:
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Strongly
Agree (1)

Agree (3)

Neutral (4)

Disagree (6)

Strongly
Disagree (7)

Have principal
markets that
are locally
based (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Sell seafood
for direct
human
consumption
(2)

o

o

o

o

o

Maximum
nutrition for
consumers by
promoting
diversity of
seafood (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Prevent and
monitor for
contamination
(4)

o

o

o

o

o

Handle
seafood in a
way that
preserves
quality (5)

o

o

o

o

o

Directly
contribute to
food security /
sovereignty (7)

o

o

o

o

o

Offer seafood
in a way that is
affordable
(i.e., price
discrimination)
(8)

o

o

o

o

o

Provide
customers with
choices (10)

o

o

o

o

o
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Ensure
customers
have fair
opportunity to
exit the service
(11)

o

o

o

o

o

Facilitate
access to
education for
consumers
(12)

o

o

o

o

o

Have accurate
labeling (13)

o

o

o

o

o

Clearly
describe the
supply chain
from boat to
consumer
(transparency)
(14)

o

o

o

o

o

Other: (17)

o

o

o

o

o

Please identify the three most important indicators related to Consumption. (Drag your top three
answers into the box on the right).
Most Important
______ Have principal markets that are locally based (1)
______ Sell seafood for direct human consumption (2)
______ Maximum nutrition for consumers by promoting diversity of seafood (3)
______ Prevent and monitor for contamination (4)
______ Handle seafood in a way that preserves quality (5)
______ Directly contribute to food security / sovereignty (6)
______ Offer seafood in a way that is affordable (i.e., price discrimination) (7)
______ Provide customers with choices (8)
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______ Ensure customers have fair opportunity to exit the service (9)
______ Facilitate access to education for consumers (10)
______ Have accurate labeling (11)
______ Clearly describe the supply chain from boat to consumer (transparency) (12)
______ Other: (13)

Please use this space for any comments on the above indicators:
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Consumption
Start of Block: Spiritual Connection
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Spiritual Connection (1 of 1)
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements as they relate to seafood
businesses' spiritual connection to fisheries and seafood.
In my opinion, a seafood business that is values-based should:
Strongly
Agree (6)
Neutral (7)
Agree (1)

Disagree (8)

Strongly
Disagree (9)

Foster
appreciation
for the
physical
experience of
the ocean (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Recognize
the spiritual
connection
between all
species (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Other: (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Please identify the one most important indicator related to Spiritual Connection. (Drag your
answer into the box on the right).
Most Important
______ Foster appreciation for the physical experience of the ocean (1)
______ Recognize the spiritual connection between all species (2)
______ Other: (4)

Please use this space for any comments on the above indicators:
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Spiritual Connection
Start of Block: Demographic Questions
The following questions are about the demographics of the seafood business with which you are
affiliated.
End of Block: Demographic Questions
Start of Block: Demographic Questions
Region where your business / organization is based

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

US West Coast (1)
US East Coast (2)
US Great Lakes (3)
US Gulf and Islands (4)
Canada West Coast (5)
Canada East Coast (6)
Mexico (7)
Other (8) ________________________________________________
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Your role(s) in the business / organization. Please select all that apply.

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Harvesting / growing (1)
Research (2)
Coordination (3)
Sales (4)
Processing (5)
Marketing / communication (6)
Other (7) ________________________________________________

Skip To: Q6 If Your role(s) in the business / organization. Please select all that apply. = Harvesting / growing
Skip To: Q10 If Your role(s) in the business / organization. Please select all that apply. ! = Harvesting / growing

Business model

▢
▢
▢
▢

For profit (non-coop) (1)
Cooperative (2)
Nonprofit (3)
Other (4) ________________________________________________
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Ownership / Leadership

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Fishermen / Fishing- family (1)
Women (2)
BIPOC (3)
Veteran (4)
LGBTQI+ (5)
Other (6) ________________________________________________

Years in operation

▢
▢
▢

More than 10 (1)
5 - 10 (2)
Less than 5 (3)

Years involved in the Local Catch Network

o More than 5 (1)
o 1-5 (2)
o Less than 1 (3)
End of Block: Demographic Question
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Appendix B: Toolkit for enterprise operators to accompany the self-evaluation
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Appendix C: Self-evaluation tool for ASNs
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